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- . relatively few Indians were resident

«

-

L

‘and metropolitan areas, ‘
‘valuable réference since

s . P s wda ) ’ » - )
* available before. \/«, I . e
Yoo R ° . PR : L2 _ .o by
The scope and. organiza.tion of materials in this report differ fr({n .
. the previous reports. While attention continues to bg coggentrated

N ‘V - .
on labor force '.p"articipation,_ employ‘n‘}ent, occupational a nievéement, ' )

. mobility and earnings of minorities, getadqu.infornghtiézg is’ providedr - - ) o
via the tabulations for regions and metropolitan areas,. "Too few Koreans- ' :
. . \ - . \.l/: N . . ] , .
were in the s@inple files for these Purposes and they have'not been included. N

Ihforma‘tion'oniAinerican Indians is confined to 'the;major fegions since

: in metropolitan areas in 1970.. -
. Comparable information for whites i

! 8 not included, partly for practical . | Y
reasons of cosf{s and partly on the grounds that much of this kind of infor- e /
 mation for whites can be gleaned frqm census and other sources.. e e

¢ (Although this volume was intended o‘"i"}'iginally as a ''data book, ' achieve-
ments of minptities are summarized.in E‘r\ief Profiles 'of each of eight . -

color-ethnick " inorities. Readers, however, may wish to compare different
* minorities within a region or metropolitan area, and this can be done - : _
°wiﬁhout undue effort., Emphasis-is Placed on,their labor force participation, o

employment, . occupational achievement, mobility,{ weeks worked and earnings,
Much greater detail is contained in.the tables which follow (Tables 1-12), .

but this summary, accompanied by relatively brief tables, s?hould facilitate

a grasp of essential patterns of similarities and differences withina , F-

‘minority among regions and metropolitan areas. . o R
T ouA , vy . . : . .

In an attempt to dis¥]l some of. the more jmportant information from

Tables 1-12, thevsurhmairsz tab . on Se L .

regions and metropotitan areag in which relatively large numberns of Vv ‘ o

edch minority are goncentrated. -.Because minority populations themselves

are not uniformly distributed actross the country’ this means that the-

- Those interested in a particular region or '

PR )

- Alternative ways of 'summé.rizing‘ and sﬁfthgsiging this rather massive + . -
data were considered. Lnformation'might have been presented separately ° . -
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. f,'or each region and mptropolitan,a;rea, but.not .all‘;.populatvions are
sa.dec;,u.ately' rgp:;es‘entéd in 'eg.cha.reé.. Alternatively, i‘nfori'nation
, might have beer organized consistent with the topical Areas-~labor
N - fofce participaticn, ‘ﬂemplo‘y('nent,- etc. The decision to o?ganize' -
N

-

‘ the»(istatistica.l info'r_rpa'.tion separately for each mirority groups was
based on the expectation that interest would be strongest concerning a. -
o pa)iticular minority. - . . R o A L ’

-

g T e y .

)

Appendix :Avpresénts technical descriptions of the sample populations,
identifies .the ‘reg’iqné and metrqpolitar{)ar’éas and de_f.i'n_e_s the majqQr variablés
, and measures _employ'éd in this report. Readers may find it wprthwhile\
to consult this appendix at; the outset. _ - Y '
Appendix B adds information gained from published census: reports,
" which serves, to supplement the data gbtained from the Public Use Samples»
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NOTATIONS"

[

A

Public ‘Use Sample -
" Labor force participation @ *
Labor force part101pa.t1on rate _
Not in labor‘fogce - .
Employment rate =~ '
Occupation score, 1970
Octupation score,u 19}5 e
Standard me-tropohtan statisticdl area
. i~ _
- A\si-ensk 1dent1f1es values in tablea where base.
Bample frequenglea are low, as described in Appe.ndm A
Estimated values not shown because of small frequencies
in PUS samiples
Male E
- Female

A ‘ o
See Appendix A for descriptions
! e .

14 N

" POPULATIONS® IN THIS REPORT -

. Spanish descent:

' Mexican
Piierto Rican
Cuban

Race or color: i '
. " White - .Y .0 . . Japanese .
Black , Chinese
Indian “ Filipino )
o K Saméles fnclude all permng 20-64 years of age, not enrolled
" in school and not living in group quarters, who were resident .
in the Unifed States in 1970, Persons of Spanish descent are . °
not included in the race or color categories to avoid double
-. cotmt-.
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1. LAB.OR. FORCE PARTICIPATION RATES, BY, REGIQN SMSA,
+ SEX AND AGE, 1970
2. . LABOR FORCE 'PARTICIPATION RATES, REGION SMSA .
' EDUCATION AND,SEX, 1970¢ | ‘ ( |

B ek T : R '
e : TABLES : .o . _

-

; -
3, EMPLOYMENT RATES B,Y REGION SMSA, AGE . .
AND SEX 19w S | L

4 EMPI:.‘OYNENT RATES, BY REGION, SMSA . *
EDUCATION AND SEX, 1970 : .

*

5. OCCUPATION, BY REGION,, SMSA AND SEX, 1970

6, MEAN OCCUPATION SCORES BY REGION sMsa, SEX

A; AGE, 1970 ‘ s .

' . - . ¢ . - -

7. M OGCUPATION SCORES BY REGION SMSA“ SEX ) ]
AND EDUCATION 1970 T e

.-8. OCCUPATIONAL MOBILITY BY REGION SMSA AND
SEX, 1965~70 sy -

9 EARNINGS IN 1969, BY REGION SMSA AGE AND SEX T

\'\

o E}}R,NINGS IN 1969, BY REGION SMSA EDUCATION o
. AND SEX o

11. WEEKS WORKED AND EARNINGS IN 1969, BY REGION, . ‘’. '
' SMSA AND SEX Ce . o

. 12, EMPLOYMENT IN SELEC'%ED INDUSTRIES REGIONS
N AND SMSA, BY SEX,, 1970

° . .
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[
x ’ ’ A Y t
. ' : - A : ' ‘|

- . - " . . . . N R * /" . J . -
‘ “ _ K

; Each table is d1vided into e1ght parts, one for eacﬂ rnmonty
pm"ulatmn. . - 3 °
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MEXICANS

. ‘ . ~

' . « ) v
Largest of the three Spanish origin po;{ulatmns, Mexlcans have '

settled primarily in the Southwest and along the West coast. There

W are s1zeab1§ numbers of Mexicans in six of the DOL regions, and
‘also in® e18hteen_SMSA's. Eight of these SMSA's are in California, seven,
in Texas and two in Arizona. Chicago is the easternmost SMSA with a
sizeable Mexlcan population., This pattern provides a clear 1nd1cat10n
that Mexicans are urban dwel ers, despite théir re1at1ve1y heavy
employment in- agr1cu1tura1 occupatmns. '

f -3
The labor force part1c1patlon of Mexn;’an men is comparatively h1gh :
*whereas Mexican women are well below ¢ther women in this respect. _ .
I 1970, '87% of all Mexican men in the study population were in the, o
labor force, and their LFPR's in Regmﬁ 5-10 exceeded. this level, as
shown in Table A! Among the major SM A's,) their LFPR's fell below
‘this level only in Brownsville, Laredo/and Fresno. Their: lnghest participation
.- rates occur in Houston, Anaheim, Oxnard and San Bernmardino. Only 39%
of all Mexican women were in the labor force in 1970, and those in Regions
6, 8 and 10 were below this level. In Tucson only 29% of the Mexican - : 4
v Womerr’were active in the 1abJr force in contrast with a LFPR of 50% in
- San Francmco., Mexican women were also relatively 1nact1ve m Corpus o - .
Chr1st1, Laredo ahd Fresno. . o ! ’
e : » . o ‘
Employment rates for Mexicans are generally low, at dBout the same i
levels as Puerto Ricans and black’s, but higher than for American Indians. ‘ g
" ER's for Mexican men and women were comparatively low in Regions 8 and ‘e .
10 and high in Regions 5 and 6 With the exceptions bf Fresno, San Francisco .
and Oxnard, employment ratef for Mexican men were at or above their :
* own national averagg in the SMSA’s. ER's for women fell below their,

national avefage in San Diego, Anahexm, Fresno, San Francmco and San vt
4 Jose.. - _ . . o
.,‘ . e ‘ .'v -
- . . . ) ) ”
- . Average levels of occupational achievement for Mexicans were among

_the lowest. In Region 10, Mexican men's achievement averaged only 24,
barely higher than the ndtional average;of 21 for. Mexican women, Mexican
men in Fresno, however, averaged even lower with an average occupation
score of 23, The highest levels of occupational ach1evement for Mexican

. . .
.o : 3
. v .

\
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, _Franc iscol.

' women, "and downward from already low occupatmnal levels.
.r : - “ - ~ . '

~earnings this high even though they worked a full year, ~ .

hd

men are found in Region 7 and in San Antonio, El Pasc, and San Jose, but

] in none of these placea did their achievements reach the hational averages

of white, Oriental or Cuban rmen. Mexican women's. average occupation
scores of 21 were the lowest arnong eight color-ethnic groups in thm report,
and among:the six regions’they bettered their own national average only . . ~
in Region 5. Their average scores were below 20 in six of the @MJA's, - -
.and their hlghesf; average achlevements were only 24 (in Chica aﬁd San

S, Lo - -
a +

1

Occupationai rﬁobility of Mexican workers between 1965 ard 1970 does
not contribute greatly toward improved occupational status. About 38-39% of
Mexican workers changed JObB during this period, roughly at about the. -

.same rates as white workers, ‘and sglightly more than half of this mobility’

was upward for Mexican men,. while only half of,the mobility of Mexlcan
women was upward in the occupatxonal structure. Mexlcan men were most JOb-

. hobile in Region 8 and least mobile in Regions 6 and 9. Mexican men in

Oxnard were not only relatwely nonmobile,sbut also were among the lowest
"on the occupatxonal ach1evement scale. Mexican women were most mob11e
in Regxon 5 and in Dallas, Phoemx, Tucson, Anahe1m, Fresno and San Jose.

However, in only three locations were as many as half of the Mexican women

upwardly mobile (in/San Antomo, Brownsvﬂle and qupps Christi). This
.means, of course that occupational mob111ty is mostly downward for Mexican .

About three-fourths oi‘f Mexican meh but fewer than half of Mexicah
women worked a full 48-52 week year in 1969, Rates of full-year employment

. wWere hl,gher in Regions 5-7 than in Regions 8-9. Mexican men were least

likely to be employed on a full-year basis in Brownsville, Laredo, and Fresno,
Whel‘eas their chances were .far greater in Houston, San Antonio, Corpus
Chiisti, El1 Paso and Tucson. Fewer than half.of employed Mexxcan women
worked a full year in four of the six régm'ns and in 12 of the elghteen SMSA'B.

The median earnings of‘$5, 757 in 1969 to_r')\demcan men ranks them below
white and Cuban men, and at about $he same’level as Puerto Ricans, but
higher than black and Indian men. On the other hand Mexicin women.
averaged only $2, 747, the lowest average earnings of all groups.. Earnings
‘were highest in Regions 5, 7 and 9 for Mexican men, where at least 80%
earnéd $3, 500 er more in 1969. In only seven of the SMSA's did Mexican
men show as many as 80% with earnings of £3, 500 or more. Mexican -

"women fared much worse. Only in Region 5 did as many as half earn $3,500
or more, and there were only three, SMSA's in whlch half earned this much
(in Chlc{go, San Francisco and San Jose). Earmngs were appremably
higher for Mexican men who worked a full 48-52 week year. Still, fewer

" than 80% had earnings of $3,500 or more in two regions and in five SMSA's.

In Lared6 only 49% and in Brownsville only 56% of the Mexican men had

.




Table A. Achievements of Mexicans, i Major Regions and SMSA's, by Sex, )
- 1970 . - .

- Characteristic ' Region et ~ SMSA™

~and sex” . ' o, v Los

o 5 6 . 7. '8 - 9 10 Chicago Angeles Dallas
- LFPR: M .95 90 90 88 91 90 93 « - 92 91 .

. LCF T 44 37 T 44 35 . 41 ° 37 45 44 43
- ER: M . .96 96 © 94 . 94 93 88 = 97 94 98 -

F 97 94 - 90 s 90 .. 90 95 93 ., 91 -

Pct, worked 48-" - | | B
52 weeks: M 78 79 .8 17 73 63. 78. 15 - 19 .
F 49 51 . 55 42 43 28 54 . 51 44

Occupation M 33 33 3 - 32 32 24 35 34 32
Cscore: F 24 19 20 20 20 16 = 24 22 20
Pct. mobile: M 42 38 .°34 53 38 43 43 38 44

F 44 38 - 38 42 - 37 28% 38 35 46 & ¢
M, 60 59 . 61 54 60 58 6l 56 57

F 66 471 50% 36 52 .- 48 57 38*
Pct. w/earnings ~ ) o BRI .

Pct. upward:

r + yof $3500 or more:. ) _ .7 _
- M | 82 63. 8 73 80 64 ;8 8l .75 -
' ' : F ' 55 28 34 .37 . 43 15 - <59 49 - 42 - '
Worked 48-52 " o L I - : o
. weeks: 'M. 90 .70" 88 85 88 - 19 - 94 90 86
- F o, 76 - 4l 51 .67 . 66 . -:- 79 68 75% .
%See page vV for notations..
AR ) £ o | ' . o .
' N ) o :
k)
» e
- % , '
. . ;
s »
R L. <
, >- .
[ v o ) -~
¢ a ) ' .‘O‘\ '
\-
» -
. 3 e
¢ ! . . I




sy

~

. : Iabie A.

(Continued) -

Chaﬁra,ctgristig ) : .
¥ and sex® = | - ~San  Browns- Corpus El 5 :
' Houston. Antonio ville Christi Laredo Paso APhoenix
< : " - g 0
¥ Co . . . L . o . : ’
LFPR: M - 95 91 84 -90 83 .90 90
: o 39 41 438 - 33 31 41~ - 38 .
ER- M 98 96 294 - 97 94 .97 * 97" =
S F 97 * ‘91 - 93, 93 93 .96 ° 94 . . «
Pct. worked 48- ' o . 7 . e
52 weeks: M . © 83 82. " 10 82 64 - 85. 79 0
e o 48 . 52 Y 43 53 52 58 "+ 36, B
A Occupation M .~ 34 .- .37 - .30 34 30 37, 3l .
o ~ score: . F . " 22 22, 19 18 22 18 7180 :
Pct. mobile: M 44 38 40 39 37. 35.% 0 4% -
- F 41 34" 32 31 .36 23 5
Pct. Upward M 64 56 55, 50 57, 55 T,
© 5 L LF 39 . 51 51 54 . 43 32 e
Pct. w/ earnings - . ‘ ¥
of $3,500 or more . : . . 4
M. 78 776 . 47 64 41 7 L
- F 37 ° .40 15 20 30 32 '3 ]
Worked 48"52 ’ : ] . ;. . ) P , :
weeks: M - 88 82, . 56 74. 49 g2 19
F ., - B9 54 23 35 43 40 55 ‘
- “ . -
. 4 .l . ' ’:,\ ‘
. » . \' A} “,%
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'5 TabkaA-Aconnnued) e S R
Characteristic’, .+ .7 C I ~San. . San ,

and‘ sex ) fl : '. T "Bernan- , Fran- San
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| v Three-fourths of the Mexican women reached. the $3 500 level 1n'~Reg1on
- -,5,’but -only 41%,in Region 6 among the’ full-year workérs. Earnm’gs of
| S "fully-employed Me:ncan wo n were highest in San Franc1sco and Chicago. . ~ o
’ .~ 'In sharp contrast, onl out a fourth the fully-employed Mexican women . 5
‘ .1n Brownsville earned this much Hence, a substantxal number of Mex1can T
" Women who worked a full year rece1ved extremely 1ow monetary rew\ards.
: ,j . P th : ’
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'Puerto Ricans ‘hav’e settled in the eastern half of the nation, primarily along RO
".the east coast. In add1t1dn to the six regions in which they are most heavily . ' -
concentrated there are 51x SMSA's serving as major habitats for. Puerto
v . Ricans in the United States. As c1t1zens of the U.S., Puerto Ricars can -
{ -+ . move w1th relatWe freedom between Puerth R1co and the ma1n1and.. A .
. 1arge proportmn of Puerto Ricans 11ve in the New York- Newark-J'erSey, o
C1ty metropolitan areas and are emponed mostly in b1ue-c011ar and serv1ce S -
o occupat1ons. S e T S
S T :
. Labor force part1c1pat1on appears to be low in areas of heamest con,- .- .
~ centration of Puerto:Ricans. As shown in.Table’ B, only 86% of Puerto Rican , J/
‘meif 3hd 32% of Puerto Rican women in Regmn 2 were in the labor force . ..
 in 1970, and in the New York SMSA comparable figures were 83% and 30%. '
" Variations occur however, as in Newark where 94% of Puerto Rican men
’%ve‘re in- the- labor force and only. 30% of Puerto Rican women. -
T Employment rates in 1970 were generally at. about the . same 1evels as
~ for other Spanish origin and black worker s, i.e., tower than white emp],ozment
rates. 'In Region 5 and in Jersey. C1ty, Newark Ph11ade1ph1a and Los
Angeles employment rates for wornen were unde 90%. . .
, . L
: The average 1eve1 of occupat1ona1 ach1evement for Puerto R.1can men was - .
one of the lowest (about equal to the levels df Mexicans~and blacks), and ‘ ST
_Puerto Ricarn.woémen Shared with other Spanish, and black women an occypa-
‘ticnal status well below the level of white women. In Regién 9 ahd in Los- .
Angeles, Puerto Ricans averaged shg"htly higher achievement levels, whereas 4

in New York they were belqw teme Puerto Rican nat1ona1 averages. L

- ..

Neither the mc1dence nor ‘the ;hredtnon of Occupat1ona1 mobility prom1s es
R uch 1mprovement.1n the occupat1ona1 standing of Puerto Ricans. Men were "
fmnore mobile than women and there ‘ indications of success in the upward. -
. (mobﬂlty of Puerto Rican men, since more than half of the mobile men wmoved
-upward.  In none of the regions or SMSA's did as many as half of the Puerto
B - Rican women move upward o : < R

-
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Table B. "Achievements of Puerto Ricans, in Major Regions a
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_’chey also fell beléw average in J'ersey C1ty. E

- <y o : .--‘ C e
, About the same proportmn of Puerto R1can as Mex1can men were e’mployed
for 48-52 weeks in 1969, but Puerto R1can women were:* more lxkely than’
Mex1cans to be employed a ﬁl ‘Year. Puerto Rican men ‘and ‘women in
*Begmns 1 and 4 were slightlysless 11ke1y to have a full year of work and

The aVerage earnings o} Puerto Rlcan women in 1969 ($3, 720) were . . *
o / remarkably. h1gh in view- of their occupational status and lacK of full- year
- .employment. Wh11e/P-uerto Rican worhen's earnings were nearly as h1gh

as white, women 8, Puerto R1can men averaged about $1, 600 less than - °
white men.” In Regions 1 and 4 ba‘rely ‘a third of Puerto Rickr women ‘

. earmed $3, 500 or more in 1969. In Regzon 2'and in New York more than half
oo had. earnings this high. ‘Puerto Rican men in‘Los Angeles averaged the
i hlghesf earnings, w1th. 94% ‘earning .$3, 500, or more. Only 66% of the men
. in Reg1on 4 and’ 69‘% in Philadelphia received “this much " Arhong those

‘ employ'ed £or the full year in 1969, the earnings of men in Ph1ladﬁph1a )
. and J‘ersey C1ty,were still c,om,paratwely low. | "*

#
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‘The magor1ty of Cubans in the United States came asx’refugees from the |

‘Castro reg1me. They have benefited from speC1a1 provisions|gf the refugee - -

> such as relocation alléwances and training program for Cuban.

- refugegs. 'Despite ‘what must have been a traumatic-experience for many, .

refugees have\ad’apted well 1n many ways, as indicated by their

absence from public assistance ‘and- their records of employment

‘and earni gs. M1am1 cgntinues to be a pr1mary settlement lpcation, although
the New Y New Jersey area is heavily populated by €ubans. . The resettle-
ment program has helped in the growth of Cubans populatmns 1n Chicago

“and Los Angeles.

Cuban men and women record some of the h1ghest LFPR's in the

nation, and their employment ratgs too are except1onally high; as shown
in Table C. Interestmgly, Cuba LFPR's are higher in Ch1cago than in
Miami, although Cuban women are 1east active in the labor force in New

- York. The highest uneimployment ratesg for Cuban women in. 1970 were in-
.l'ersey City, and for mien in Los Angeles,

Pl

The nat1onal average level of occupat1ona1 ach1evement for Cuban men °
was higher thamn for Mexican, Puerto Rican, Ind1an and black workers, but’

. Cuban women ranked at about the same level ag women “in these minorities.

Cubans had greater’ success in Region 5 and in Chicago than in the New Y o¥k-
Jersey City-Newark areas. Cuban women in Miami and Los Angeles averaged
the lowest degrees of occupatmnal achlevefnent.
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'I'able p Achxevements of' Cubans in MaJorvReglons and SMSA 8,. by Sex, - |

|
. o
lr. o ————— " Region ) AT
. - . .Characteristic . =, . - New Jersey I:os
. and sex®- . 2 4 5 9 -York City Newark Miami Chxcago Angeles
- g N N )
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o M ot 35° 38 "42 . 35 35 32 ~34. 38. 40 - 37
: - - F : W 20 27 25 24 23 22 20 24 .18
. o W4 ) : : . C .
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Cubans are among the most occupationally mobile. workers in the natiof.
. Between 1965 and 1970 more than\l1a(l,f,o££uban men and 40% of Cuban, ,
¢ women changed occupations. This ?:Qmparatwery hi h,l.nCLdence of job .

“ mobility may be due in part to their* recency 6f Lmrmgratxon and resettlement
in this country. This' interpretation is consmtent‘kvlth the higher rates of ¢
occupatmnal rnobxhty in Regions 5 and.9, and in Chicago and Log Angeles, *
‘ than in Reg1ons 2 and 4, fince_ the upper midwest and the west coast were not
'~ primary areas of initial settlement. - About half of the occupat1ona1 movement
of Cubans was upward mob111ty, and the chances for occupat1ona1 advancement .
were greater in Mlaml than in other SMSA'S. As a whole, however, Cuban t.
* women in Region 4 were much less upwardly mobile than in other regxons. v
- 3 - "y
wrfans were employed for a full 48-52 week year in 1969 at about the . .
same’ rates as others,. Cuban men and womén in Los Angeles were below . »
. ,average on full- year employment, and in New York and Jersey C1ty wei'e ) /
much more 11kely to have a full year of work. o ’ : :
ot Of a11 those who worked in 1969, abOut three fourths of the men and o .i:\_ L
half of the women earned $3, 500 or more. . Miami, however, with a large '
concentration of Cubahs, shqws below average earnlings. In Jersey City ot ‘
- 88% of Cuban men earned e thls level, as compared with only 68% in -

' ,'M1am1. In Chicago 67% of Cuban women were above this earnings level, : /

- as compared‘w1th only. 38% in Miami. Even when only those employéd S |
-for-a full year are considetled, Cubans in Miami earned less than in other

‘SMSA ‘s,

- ‘ »~, e : °
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less f‘requent’ly inhabit urban areas than other minorities. There were too
few Indians in metropolitan atreas to permit tabulations comparable to those ' )
for other minorities. With the excyptions of Regions 1 and 3, Ind1ans were
“present’ in BufflCIGnt numbers in each of the maJor reglons. .

=
The genera.lly low position ‘of Indians in the labor market is reﬂected
“in their labor force participation and employment. Threk-fourths of Indian
' men and two-fifths of Indian women in the study populatw.on were in the labor

' |, force in 1970,as shown. 1n Table D. The1r lowest levels of participation’ occur ‘
in Regions 6, 8, 9, and, 10 for men-and in the first. three of these for worhen. .
The highest:LFPR's for Indian men'(83% in Region 4) are abott equivalent N L

American Ind1ans are more wxdely d1spersed across the country and o k

to the.national averages for black and Puerto Rican men. LFPR's for Indian
‘women in Regions 2 and 4 are nearly as high as white women's national
average LFPR, but fall well below this lével in Regions 6, 8 and 9." With -
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. the 1owest employrﬁent rates of all m1nor1t1es in 1970 (89%), unemployment
+ was most—-se.zere in Reglon 10, where as many as 20% of all Indian men were
. unemployed S

A

_Indians fare’somewhat befter, in the1r occupational ach1evement than
m1ght be expected from their comparatively low LFPR's and ER's. Ind1an -
men with an average occupatmﬁ score of 36 ‘ranked higher than Memctns,
( Puerto chans and blacks. Among the regions the range of occupat1on scores
for Indian men was only four po1nts, ‘a high of 37 in Region 2 and a low of . . -
/K 33 jin Regions 4 and 10, The level of oecupatmnal achievement for Indian women
) o ,?r{o compares favorably with some other women. Their overall accupational '
evel of 24 was as high as the-averages for Spanish origin and black woinen,
but perce: tibly lower than for white and Or1en’c%};women. Their average
{( achieverjents were h1ghest‘on Region'2 and lowest in Regions 7 and 9, but / :
even in Region 2 thelr achievements failed. to match the levels reache\d by
' J apanese and F111p1no women. : ;
Occupat1ona1 mob111ty is often more, frequent for the more d1sadvantaged
- rninorities; and this” is the case with American Ind1ans. Almostthalf of
the Indians, _ewployed-in 1965 and 1970 changed jobs by 1970--46% of. Indian’
men and 44% of Indian women. In Regibns 7 and 10 mbre than half of all
Indians employed. in both years had changed jobs. In Regions 2 and 4
however, onl sabout:a fourth were occupat1ona11y mob11e:£'1'.‘he mob111ty .

;',Ind1an women with their highest incidekce of occupat1ona1
X mob111ty in Reglon 4 and the lowest in Region 2 and.10. -ONthose who were ’
(g -occupationally moblle between 1965 and 1970, a majority of Indian meen and °~ _
half o Indian women ‘moved upward in the occupational structureg . As many as / '
68% of the mobile Indian men (in Reg1on 8) were upwardly mobile while only )
half moved upward in Region 9. Indian women were most successful in
‘their upward mobility in Region 6, whereas 61%.vmoved downwalz& in the
ccupat),onal structure in Reg1on 9. e £

« , Indian workers'were less 11ke1y than any oé/the other m:.nor1t1es to work
a.full year in 1969 Less than half of the Indian women and about 60% of
4 the Indian men worked 48-52 weeks. . In Regions 8, 9 and 10 Indian men
V.. vere the least likely to work a full year, and for Indian women Regions 7, 8
and 10 afforded_ ‘the least opportun1t1es for fu11 year employment.

The low earnings of American Indians are partly a function of their
undéremployment and the nature of their employment. In Region 2 two-
thmﬁs 'of the Indian men worked a. full yea.r, but only half hdd €arnings
of $3, 500 or more in M6Y.” Moreover,. onlyr 61% who worked a full ygar had !
earnings of $3, 500 or. more, the lowest level among all the regions. Indian
-women in Region 2 also experience great difficulties with full-year employ-
ment and earhings. Only a fourth of the Indian women in Regxon 2 received
earnings of $3, 500 or more, and among those who worked & full year onlyra
third had ea1]n1ngs as high as this. Regl‘ons 2 and 5.are rnore 1ndustr1a11z‘
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- Table D. Achievements of Indians in Major Regions, by Sex, 1970
- T - : 7> ' . ' ‘
{ o " Characteristic < - <Region R : !
| and sex® - 2. 4 5 6 7 v 8 9 -
LFPR; ‘M 81 83 8" - 72 78 Y 71
B _ \F(g.» 45+ 44 }41-'38. 40 39 37
1 ™ o - “'.. & P ) v ) . » . »
| - ; . . . s ’
1 ‘ER: M 90 98 ‘-92 92 94  .80- 89
| F ©93 92 89 792 89 87 89 . _
’ . . . ) " « B ‘ B > ' -' v' ’
_ Percent worked - ST . ' * t
.. ‘48-52 weeks: , S '
© . M 66 67 «+ 72 - 64 68 54 61 51 -
o F, _ )‘s‘o. 44 45 . 49 .32 4l . 46 32 )
A . L » . -‘ . " c ) ",
" " Occupation score: ~ . ‘ B . - .
M . .37 33 35 35 35 - 34 34\ 33
F 28 22 24 220 21 24 21 22
‘.‘ ) . ) ) . ‘ ’ . A x : . 1-’9}, - ~
2 | Percent mobile: y , . : ad -
o ™ . 25, 28 .44 | 47 59 49 4k , 54
- F 35% 51 47. 45 --- - 49 43 39
B S0 e
- Percent upward - ‘
” mobilitg\ . ‘ S o
." M - - —-'::-( . 61* 5 . - 68” 50 b 58 3
F - -i- 42" 58" 60 T ===  58F 39 - o
. “Percent with
" earnings of . ,
movre than $3, 500: : . Ry S
M T2 49 14 61 66 56 N g9 < .,
sTF e -33 24 44 36 ~ 32 - 35 43 42
Worked'48-52 - _ . g . -
weeks: M 82 61 82 75 74 1 79 80 o -
F 74 33 64 . 52 *59 6l 62 74
i * “ S - 4
o o ?’See page V for notations. _ ,
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) “and urban;zed and Indians do- somewhat better in these reglons, as the
v e appremabl;y higher levels of earnmgs, espec1ally')among the full—year workers, '_
demonstrates. . - . y : o
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. ' ' Labor force partxclpati,on rates (LFPR)“-ior Japanese men and women
o are\csomparavtlvely high at the national Tevel. In Regions 3 and 8; however,
only 80% of Japanese men are in the labor force, and in Regions 2, 3, and 5
' feweér than hailf of Japanege women.are in the 1abor force.! At least 90%"
. - of Japanese men in four SMSA's--Chlcago, Los® Angeles,vfan Francisco S
cand I—Ionolulu--are in the labor force. San Francisco sho ' the lowest LFPR

’ P

. for Japanese women. o L o I B )
. : Employment rates (ER) for J apanese Then and women aré also hxghﬁn
comparison with other populations: ‘Almost all Japanese in the labor ° :
.+ - . . - forcein 1970 were employed. Japanese men in Region 8 and women in -
S _ Reglons 3 and 10 showed the lowest employment rates, although with. the)
exception of Japanese women in Los Ange].es, employment rates were -
at or above the 98% level in. all :Eour metropohtan areas in 1970,

»

’

_ With overall levels of occupatxonal ach1evement comparable to those
for white men-and’womén, the otcupational achievemerits of Japanese men -
. were above their own natlpnal average in Regions 2, 3 and 5, and the same -
is true for Japanese women in Regiong-2 and. 5, Japanese women in Chicago
| averaged well above the national average 'for Japanese women and appreciably
.. higher than in Los Angeles, San Francigsco and Honolulu, The tonsistency
-7 of Japanese levels of oqcupatlonal achievement is indicated by their averages -
¥ ”n each of the maJor reglons and in 3 of the. 4 SMSA's,” .
Japangese workers, esp 1ally men, are not highly mobile beQween )
. occupations, which may be attrlbutéd in part to their relatively high
‘occupatiopal achievements. At the national level, no more than a third .
of Japanese men and women were occupationally mobile between 1965 and
1970. Japanese men in Region 2 and in Chicagovwere somewhat more mobile
. .~ than in other locations. Japanese women in Regions 2, 8 and 9 and in
‘ \ Chicago and.Honolulu tended to be more occupationally mobile than those ‘
N living elsewhere. In Regmn 9 and in Honolulu occupationally mobile Japanese

‘workers show better than average success in thelr upward mobility.
R s

(' ' Wlth the exception of Regxons 8 and 10, at least 80% of Japanese men
'~ employed in 1969 worked 48-52 weeks, and as many as 88%worked .
"full year'' in Region 3 and in Honolulu. Nationally about 63% of employed .
. . . | : . . ) . ‘ , | . ,‘ « o \z . v j
14 7 o o L - . -
o . . .
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Table E. “Achievements of Japanese in Major Regions and SMSA's, by Sex, 1970
T . - Region _* " .SMSA __ Samn
Characteristic A ) Los Fran- Hono .
‘and sex® 2 3+ 5 8 9" 10 Chicago Angeles cisco lulu
. A . . BN - ) o ‘ S o . :
. LFPR:' M . 92 80 93 - 80 .'92- 90 ~90 90 91 . 92\.’
) ‘ F 45 36 41 58 62 / 56 - 61 66 54 87
ER: M . .,97 ‘100 99 94 99 98 99 98 98 99
. F -. 96 95, 97 L 98 98 95 100 . 96 ~ 98 98
, “Pé‘rccnt worked \: e A ) . s : '. SR 7,
48-52 weeks: . . ' . . RS vt ‘ .
.. M7 ’ 83 88 -8 72 85 - 78 8. 84 .81 88
T e+ F ‘ _ 62 47 58 -59 66 54 59 62 . 63. 72
Occupation .sccsi*e:, o ' ‘4 o : o .
M o ,sg 63 55 41 45 47 45 . 48 48 45
F | e ., 29- ,32 .28 30~ 28 40 30 30 29
. Pe#cent mobile: . . ' *; . I ‘ oo ,
M 42 --- 29 35 29° 31 35 . 32 .29 - 25
F . ' 39 ' - 20 -39° 32 43 33% 28 30 37
' Percent upyard L - y ) :
mobility; | . | . v
M dee, == mee mee | BB als men . 43 - 62
T F . mme  mmm mae aee BB cae mee 40 L 49
Percent with . o . ‘ v .
earnings of ; L ' , A A
more than $3,500: . - : , : _—
M : 86 92 82 67 771 64 69 70 76 . 86 o
F 58 54 . 63 44 60 54. 72 * 65 58 63
. Worked 48-52 S | |
weeks: M~ 92 .--- 89 77 81 677 78 74 80 90 -
- F 79 --= 81 53 72, 68 81 79 70 4
ASee page vV for motations. '
_ . ,. i
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Japanese women worked a full year in 1969 and th1s level was exceEdedu
“only in Reglon 9 and in Honolulu. . . o T .
- - The proportions of Japanese with earnings from" employment of at - :
’ - least $3, 500.in 1969 are hléher than for most minorities, although in
Regions 8 and 10 thein average earnings tend ‘to be compara.twely low.
Among the full-year workers~-those who worked al: least 48 weeks .in -
1969--there 'are noticeable dxfferences in earnlngs. In Region 10, for oo
example, only 67%-of the full-year Jdpanese men rece1ved earnings of
$3, 500 or more, in contrast with 92% in Region 2. A similar range in earnmgs
" occurs for .Tapanese women, where only 53% in Region 8 compared with 79%
. in Region 2 had earnings of $3, 500 or more. Japanese men in Honolulu and
© - Japahese women in Ch1cag0 showed’ the highest’ levels of earnings among the
'four SMSA's. U \ : :

Nt

\ . cHmESE .

‘e
[

There are five regions and five SMSA's with substantial numbers of
Chinese, as 1nd1cated in Table F. The labor force participation of Chinese .
men is lowest in ‘Regiong 1 and 5 and highest in Region 2. LFPR's are -
relatively.low for Chinese women in Regions 1 and 5, and also in Region.
2. LFPR's f8r SMSA's tend to be consistent with the regional pattern,
although in Honolulu the. LFPR for Chinese men is appreciably higher than
in other areas.’ Chinese women are least 11ke1}r to be in the labor force
ew York and Los Angeles.

, Emploilment rates in 1970 were typically high for Chinese, often _ v
N as high as 98% or 99%, although in Region 1 Chinese employment rates were '
" lower than elsewhere. \Otherwise there is 11tt1e variation from one area '
~ to another. '

[
o

As indicated by the average occupation scores for 1970, the level of"
Chinese occupational achievement is generally hlgh. Chinese and Japanese
women average about the same and both are very close to the occupational
levels of white women. The occupational achievement of Chinese men is
also re1at1ve1y high, although not quite as high as for Japanese and white -
men. In Region 2 Chinese men and women average lowgr levels of occupational
achievement than in other regions, but in the New York metropolitan area .
- they recorded high average achievement. Occupational achievements of b
Chinese men and women in San Francisco were the lowest of the five SMSA's-~
12 pomts less than the averages in New York.

o . . °
: . va .
4 ' B Jl
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“Table F A'dhigvélmentg of Chir}'ese_ in Ma.'joxi-: Regions and AMS'A’Q, by Sex, 1970 |
: R _ Regfon : -S‘MSA’_‘ *  San _ _ )
-Characteristic . - . a - New .°." Los Frap- Ho?o’-’-‘
andsex® = = - -} 2 3. 5 . 9 York ChicagoAngeles cisco lulu
LFPR. M~ . -. 74 8 80 77 84 8 . 8 87 -8 93 o
S e"“ -~"_-52 54°- 61 .53° 60 54 ' 62 54 63 62 . o
. "ER: M - 93 98 98 97 96 98 .97 .96, 98 99
: ' - F : - 95 98 . 99 97 96 99 - 100 100 97 98 o
o Percéht worked .‘ .~ .. l A ”
e T ~ 48-52 weeks: ro T _ » L o . :
M 60 677 76 65 76 76 74 75 74 86
F ' 39 55 57 . 47 56 58 B 61 50 ' 60 70
Occupation score: S _ | IR .
M 45 38 54 . 52 .44 50 43 50 ° 38 . 49
-  F. 34 28 41 44 29 - 38 30 32 26 34
Perc.e\n_t mobile: o ’ ) ) | * . |
M R ~—— 28 --= 34 33 24 29 . 30 36 38 .
F - T e=<s 30 == === 30 26 . - 26 21 27 .
Pefcent upward h
‘ . » mobilitys o : : o ' L ‘
RN LM 4 . mm= B4 eee aal B0 - 38 ~e- Taw 41 53
; E F ‘ i »r ——— ——— ".____ v o 41 \/_7. - - - -
Percent with PR | L. - e Coe
earnings of . v - . St ‘ ' :
more than $3,500: - o o .
a M ’ ' 54. - 69 75 . 68 72 - 64 70 .. 170 69 82 i S
Foo _ 43 50, 50 52 51 54 55 41 48 67 oot
" Worked 48-52 - S o
weeks: M 67 81 85 78 79 73 78 80 77 . . 88
: F --~ 65 57 73 67 66 64 . 58 66 84 -
*See page v . for notatiéns. . .
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., 7 _Among the Chinese employed.in both 1965 and 1970, 30% of the men " .
- and 29% of the women were occupationally mobile on a nationwide bagis.
The evidence on’ occupational mobility. for regions and SMSA's is sketchy
~ because of the small humbers of occupat1onally mobile Chinésé. Nevertheless,"
Chinese 'men in Honolulu appear to be most-mobile, and upwardly in the ,
occupatmnal structure, and least mobxle 1n New York o T A
At the na.t1onal leVel, 71% of Chmese men: a.nd 55% of Chmese Women
- were employed for 48 weeks or more in 1969. " In Regions'3 and 9 Chinese -
.workers were slightly more. l1kely to work a full year, Only 60% and 39% of -
Chinese men and womern worked a full year in Region 1. Their ‘chances of -
full-year employment appear greater in. the’major metropohtan arees, except "¢ )
in Los Angeles where only' 50% of the Chlnese women had a full’ Yea.rz of o .
. employment. PR : ST o

The lesser degree of success, in the job market fora}meée in Region 1
is reflected further in their earnmgs. Only slightly more than half of Chmese
- men in Region 1 received -earnings of $3, 500 or more in 1969. Chmese women
“in Regmn 1 fared even worse, with only 43%" earmng $3,500 or more. Of -

" the several regions and SMSA'S, Chinese earnings were highest'in Honolulu, :
 whexe_88%of the Chinese men who worked a full year in 1969 had earnings of
at least $3, .500. The earnings.of Chinese women in Hamolulu were not quite, .
as high, but nevertheless 84% of them had eafnings of more than $3, 500_. PR L

-

n Y : . P

» FILIPINOS &

. Partxc1pat1on in the labor force a.nd employrnent of F111p1nos generally
compare favorably with other minorities. Filipino women:in Chicago are:
particularly active in the labof force, with a LFPR of 87%, as shown in~ | ..
Table G. This is well above the average for Region 5 and other regions
and also much higher than in other*SMSA's. In contrast, only 55% of the
Filipino women in Honolulu were in the. labor force in 1970, a rate close

to the regional average. ‘Discrepancies in Filipino men's LFP and employ-~ e
- ment among the regions and SMgA's are smaller than for the women. In '
"/\ the four chief regions--Regions 2, 3, 5, 9-~-LFPR's for Filipino men are
: higher than for Chinese men, but.are higher than the Japanese only in o

Region 3. Employment rates are highest in Region 2 and 5 and in tle Chxcago L
and Honolulu metropolitan areas, '

Y

Differences in levels of occupatmna.l achieverment among regions and
SMSA's .are subsj:antxal. Average occupatmn scores for Filipino men
in Chicago were 60, a full 22 points higher than theiy national average.

N - f a




Table G LAchlevements of F111p1nos 1n MaJor Regmns and SMSA's, by Sex, 1970 o

a .

. o _R’_egvmn_f.‘ Lo SMSA San , - )
3.; > Gharacterlstl.c Npuy T T ' Los' ‘Fran- Hono e e

| St T
B a.nd sex : 2 . . 3. 5o ‘9- : Chmago Angeles c1sco - duly

Copmerem 89 81 92 9o lsa sy s o1 |
| F o 76062 - 76 BT .;, 87« 67 .62 55 .-

v

@

. ER‘M . 98 .94 99 .96 - 97 . 95 ° 94'-. 98 . !
o .’») F . V. 99 , ?5 97 94 . 98 | 0%’”9’8 96 L 97 . ) .

- Percent worked R | o S SRR T
48 SZweeks-f' R S S R T B A T
"M T *83- .74 95 .71 0 160 720 0 90 ¢
F - .. 45 .-1.51,f" ‘54 - 54 66.. 40 57 .. 62
Occupation séore:’ =~ .. 7 - o o R ’.
.M .. B4. 6l . 59 ° 32 - 60 - 39 " 36 31
SR 46 44 47 27 46 35 31 22
coote s B e s s s
_'. Percent mobile: v B A
M . a2® 2 50 33 - .- 55 ‘48 26
F 48T aoo a1 3337 e 49 39 42
"¢ Percent upward o T o
- miobility: o g o
M eee meml aem B2 ee-oalt 43" ;_: 64
F.. L ees o mme o meet 0300 eeen o 27 357 82 S

o Percentw1th S oo oy
+, earnings of o R

_ ‘more than $3, 500 T I et T

eeiMO .. ™70 - 84 8 78 - 75 (78 76 . 86
'{"-,F‘i»’ . %3.. 85. 66 53 - 64 61 59 = 45.

Worked48 52 . P . S
.”weeks M 81 8 - 8 - 89 .92 92 . 84 - 90
S F 80 .. 72 8 727 90 87 -8 63

¢ CETT L - ] . . o . . -, . S P 4
. - - - - - 3
- ) . e v . . B . . .

R T -
. "See page V1 for notations.
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" since nearly two-th1rds moved upward in the occupat1onal structure. :

A

L Lo , \ “,'» ) ', E .
R S N

F111p1no women in Clncago also show a h1gh averageaoccupatlonal achreve—- CL
‘ment of 46, compared with thelir national average of 34. At the other

; extreme,"F1l1p1no men in Honoluln had an average occupatlcm ‘score of -

‘only 31, and F1l1p1no women only 22.. In general, Filipinos in Regmn 9

~ and in its three SMSA‘s--Los Angeles, San Francisco and Honolulu-~ *
. ranked far below the ach1evement levels of F1l1p1nos 1n other areas.

o -
]

'I'he low level of occupational achievement of F111p1no men 1n Honolulu
is aggravated by their relative lack of occupatmna’l mob111ty. Only a fourth

" of Filipino men in Honolulu were mob1le, whereas: ,\about half of those in

Los Angeles and San Francisco were movers. F111p1no men in Honolulu S
: AY
who were occupat1onally mobile, however, were relatively successful,

+
.

Three-fourths of all F111p1no men and half of alLFIhptno women worked -

] 48 52 weeks in 1969, about the same as for Chinese and slightly less than.

for Japanese. In Honolulu, Filipino men and women bettered this nat1onal

v average, with 90% of the men and 62% of the women worklng a full year. -,
o F111p1no men in R&gion 3 also fared comparatively well as did F111p1no

-women in San Francisco and Chicago. Ih Los Angeles, however, only. .
40% of the F111p1no women worked a full year. g

3 T

' 'Lj).1ff.erenees in earnings-*are similar to'those for full employment.
Filipino men in Region 3 and in Honolulu show the h1ghest proportions
with $3,500 or more in 1969. The dependence of earnings on full-year
employment is evident among: Filipino men, where in Chicago and Lios
Angeles, for example, the proportions employed full-year and with
. earnings of $3, 500 or more are about average but the proport1ons S

: earn1ng more than $3, 500 who also worked a full-year in these cities_

Y
are notably high. In Chicago, 71% of the F1l1p1no mmen worked 48-52 . L
weeks and 75% earned $3,500 or more, but 92% of those who worked a
full~year had earn1ngs of: $3 500 or more. In contﬁst 62% of Filipino Co

women in Honolulu worked a full-year, nand 45% had earnings of $3, 500

. or more, wh1le among those who .worked a full year in Honolulu only 63%

had earnings of $3,500 or more. A full yéar of work was far more likely ‘
to result in higher earnings for Filipino women in Ch1cago or Los Angeles
onolulu. _ ] . ; :

" BLACKS

- Blacks were 1ncluded in this study ch1efly for. comparative purposes,
rather than as a central part of the analys1s., In general much more 1s R

4
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m1nor1t1es, although there have been maJor inforrdation gaps regarding
such matters as their occupational moWility.” The following information
‘enibles comparisons of the labor forge participation and achievements _
among Blacks in %f;f)erent parts of the country and in different metropolitar : .

areas and also permits comparisons with other minorities.. ‘Since: blacks
were 1nc1udeclpr1mar11y for comparative pupposes, information on their

haracter1st1cs in metropolitan areas is reptricted to those metropolitan. -
areds in which substantial nurnbers of othef orities live. This means
‘that some SMSA'S, such as Atlanta, with h a}yyﬂconcentra’nons of blacks
are not c,overed 1n th1s analysm. L T .

‘ - g ' o

. The heav1est concentrations of the black popula“luon occur along
: the Eastern seaboard, the Deep South, the:Gzeat Liakes and the ,far v
West. pix of the ten Regions--2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 9--account, for ‘a large
- majority of the total black population. There are also six large metnopohtan
areas covéred in this study with comparatwely heavy concentrat1ons of

S "blacks, as 11sted in Table H. R

low, only 82% af the sample fo }11at1on in 1970, and at the national level
. their employment rate of 94%'was at about the same level as that of ’

Mex1can and Puerto Rican men. This means th the1r ungﬁployment rate
was about twice as high as for white men. Amon ;Z,ugio:ds_ where black .

, Ac'tive part'ic ipation of bl:.(ék men in the labor fofoe is comparatively

‘males are most heavily concentrated, their LFPR s above the mati
avé'rage. In Region 5 the black male LFPR was 90%, the highest level of
all regions. Their employment rates were highest in Regions 2, 3 and 4.
Detrmt, Ph11ade1ph1a and Washington, D.C., were the'three SMSA'

. with the highest LFPR's for black men, wh11e in Lios Angeles their LFPR

" was below the. national average. . Employment rates however, were hxghest
- for black men in New York, Philadelphia and Chicago, with Detroit

E provxdxng the least employment opportum'ues at that time. '

L : ‘ .

Black women have one of the highest LFPR's among m1nor1t1es, and
ing 1970 their ER was at about the same level as that of Spanish origin
women. Reg1ons 3, 4, 5 and 9 show LFPR's for black women above their.
national average of 54%, whereas in Regions 2 and 6 their’ part1c1patlon is
just below the national average. - -However, among the six SMSA's 1nc1uded
here, their participation is highest in Washington (67%), and only Detroit
shows a LFPR lower than their national average. Employment rates for
black women ranged from a high of 95% in Reg#on.3 to a low of 89% in
. Region 9, and for thg SMSA's from a h1gh of 95% for New York to a low
of 86% in Detroit. . - R




4 achievement of ‘black men mouch lngher ‘than theiy national average, and

areas howeve?¥, black women do not benefit in their employment status as less

. who were occupat1ona11}r mobile moved upward in the occupat10na1 structure.

~ "About a third (36%) of black men were occupat1ona11y mobile and more than, '
“half of these (58%) moved upward figures very similar to those for black
women. The 56% of black’ women who were upwardly mobile represent

“attributed to their lowly occupationdl status, since there is ''no direction

> -

~. — 7

Avérage levels of occupat1ona1 ach,levement for black men and women are

. among the lowesf. Black men attain a level about three- fourths as high

as that for wh1te men, _ghd oblack women a lével two- th1rds as high as the
level for white women. Only in Regions 5 and 9 is the occupational

even in these areas only two or three points higher,  Their highest achieve~

) ment- levels are reached in Washington and Los Angeles, but in none of the o

Regions or SMSA's doées their achievement come close tothe levels reached

by white men. For bla,ck women the pattern is much the same, with

relatively slight departyges from their natlonahaverage of occupatignal .

- achievement. The,occupatmnal levels of: black women are exceptionally

low in Regions 4 and 6, which is partly a consegfience of the rural- . £ -,
agricultural nature of these areas. Even in ‘the more industrialized urban . _ g

-

disadvantaged womien do. AIn Chicago black .women average 27 on the occupa-

‘t#on l.scale, five: points higher than their national averlage and ten points -

higher than in Regionsi'4.and 6. In none of these area Jocations can their

: ;Moccupat1ona1 ac‘h1evement be regarded af\high : o _— .

The 1nc1dence of changing Job,/s between 1965.- and 1970 was not

'~ sufficiently high to suggest improvement in occupational status among-

b)aécs, ‘although relat1ve1y high proportions of black men and women

an- upward mob111ty rate higher than for white or any other minority. :
groups of women. Much of the upward movement of black women canibe ~» .

but up" from the bottom._ Neverthdless, other -depressed minority women

d1d not move upward at the)same rpte as black women. | . o o S
N _ ' - R

~ ' Black men were most mobile in Regions 5 and 6, although there is not ?

much variation améng regions. Their highest mobility oeccurred in Chicago,

where 42% changed jobs, during this five-year period. In New York ind

‘Philadelphia, only 28% and 29% respectively changed JObS- The highest’

‘incidence of occupational mobility for black women occurred in Region 5 v
- and the lowest in Regions 3 and 6. However, black wome= in Wash1ngton, D.C.

were most mobile. More than half of the mobile black women in each of . S

the regions were upwardly mobile, w1th a high of 64% in Region 2. . .
Philadelphia affords the greatest opportun1t1es for’ upward movement, - ‘ g
since 70% of the mobile black women advanced in the occupational structure.

This must be int srpreted in'the light of'the comparatively low levels

of occupationai achievement for black women in Philadelphia’. In Washington

and Chicago fewer than: half of the mobile black women méved lfpward.

Most extreme is Washmgton where 63% of ¢ movement of black women. was

in a downward d1rect1on.
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. Three-fourths of employed black men and shghtly more than half of a11
employed blac omen worked a full 48-52 week year in 1969.  Black
workers welﬁ;ow these averages in Regions 4, 6 and’ 9,( and in
Detroit and h11ade1ph1a. L R
e The low incomes of blacks are well—known, and underscore fhelr low
‘ average status in the labor market. Black men in the sample population;
for example, averaged only.$5, 300 in earnings from employment in 1969, ‘ _ .
- a’lower average than- any minority males, with the possible exception - b o
. - of American Indian men. There is considerable variation in earnings.
' among the regions. In Reg'l.on 4 only 56% of black men and 24% of black s
" - women had eaﬂr)J?ngs of $3,500 or more in 1969, In Region 2 comparable .
' figures were 4% for men and 64% for women. Earnings tend to be :
higher in urban areas for blacks, as.indicated by the earnings of black . e
"men in Detroit and Chicago. Three-fourths of employed black women o ‘
in Regions 4 and 6 had edrnings less than $3, 500, and inr Regions 3, 6 and
9 only about half surpassed that level. As with men, ‘black women fare
Retter in metropolitan areas, although in Philadelphia more than half .
. fafled to receive 3s much as $3,500. Even with a control for weeks wo rked,
 'blhck men and women in. Regions 4 and 6 have earnings well below the
rnings levels of other regions. Ix} the six SMSA's, black men and women '
o relatively better. In Chicago, 94% of the black men had earmggs of . A
$3 500 or. more if they worked a full year. . ‘ . ; S

. : . ’ . :
B . . ) . . . s ] : J
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Table H. Achxevements of Blacks m MaJor Regmns and S A‘s, by Sex, 1970

] Reglon i" ;. .
Character:.stm : . — o
and sex> C 2 3. - - 4 5 6 9 -
/ 'l.,‘ . : ' - . ) . " iy
- “LFPR: M | " 88 89 86 90. 85 88
S B * 53 -58/ 59-‘ - 55. 52 58
ER: M- 95 97 96 94 94 ¢ .91
- F 93 95 92 92 93 -89 -
Percent worked b :
48452 weeks: S - o, o .
M o 79 82 " Tl 78 73 74
. F . v 61 - 62 .50 - 54 - 53 - 4o~
Occupation score: . . o . ]
WM ' 33° 33 29 - 34 31 : “35'
F - 23 22 17 . - 22 17 23
Pei'cent mobile: . . e .
.M 34 S 37 . 36 38 - * 38 36
L E 32" .30 - 33 38 30 ' 32,
" Percent upward '
‘. mobility: 3 : oo
M o 62 - 56 - - 54 63 58 66
F R 64 - 57 55 59 - 68 - 56.
Percent with "
earnings of < -
_more than $3 500 , ‘ 4 ,
M . 84 76 " 56 82 64 80
F o B - 64 48 24 52 - 24 52
‘Worked 48-52 : : o
weeks: M -89 - 84 64 88 73 90
CF 78 58 . 28 66 30 68
.
5 . -
W o) ) 2
T 24
| > 1
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: : - - SMSA . o
) Charact?mtlc - New Wash., . Ph11- - Los *
- and sex? Détroit ~ York _D.C, . Chxcago delphia Angeles
. S o ' . v
LFPR: M : 88 - 84 86 ‘85 L 87 80
F 51 : ‘5\5 67 58 .59 - 60
/ . . .
? -~ N Lo : o > . R
ER: M ‘ 86 98 = 94 95 .96 .. 94 3
*F « v 86 95 93" - 93/ " 90 - 93
. i -' . Y [} ’ - .
Percent worked . = *
 48-52 weeks: ‘ oo S : v
M , . 69 82 81 ", 178 68 73 '
F _— - 87, - 66 70 61 .° 54 60
L . ) v ; ] ] ) . ) ‘
Occupationigcore: ‘ B o E B
‘M T 34 _ ‘33 - 36 ' 34 - 31 "~ 36
F 22 22 24 27 23 24
.P.efceht mobile: - o T . ' _ ) ;
M o 34, 28 34 42 29 “36 -
F 38 30 40 36 37 37
Percent upward . N v
mobility: . ok . o ‘ e e
M - - 77, -, 60 61 . 6l 50 61
F 54 58 - 37 - 43 70 57
- Percent with
. earnings of , Lo
more ‘than $3, 500: - , S o
. _ M 86 83 . - 81 87 80 7% .
« . F . - 56 67 .. 63 64 48 . 57 L
Worked 48-52 S o |
weeks: M~ .- 92 90 88 94 86 84 .
F, 69 .9 T2 75 62 69
2See page v ,‘f~or notations . " S Lo . ’ .
'
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Tgble }-A . Labor Force Participation Rates,

Mexica;né“, by Rég,ion,
, ~ SMSA, Sex and Age, 1970 -

31

, . Male B Female’ N ,
Area ; . 20-34 ° ’'38-49 50-64 20-34 . 35-49 50264
. . ‘ . SN ’ ’ . .
United States .93 /.93_ .82 L42 .42 . .30
Region ) ' , , o
2 w7 '.92': .86 -(— .52, .58’f‘ - >
3" .88 - —m .50 e ——
4 .97 . .95 .88 - .37 148" -
5 .95 .96 90.¢ .42 .49 .33
6 492 .93 . .82 .. .43 .37 .25
7. .86 .96  .88*. . ls2 .46 24"
8 .93 .89 .76 + 35 . 40 .24
o 9 ' . 94 .93 .82 .41 'L 44 .34
S ¥ R .93 .94 .78% . .38 .41* .29*
M . : : . . - - L
~ Albuquerque .94 © .94 - .40 .20 -
Anaheim .96 .90 .95 .39 .41 .38%
Brownsville .86 .90 .75 42 1337 .28,
Chicago .92 .96 . 86 .43 .51 .30%
Corpus Christi . 88 95, " .87y .33 .29 .41,
Dallas .95 .90 .82 47 - .42 .29
 Denver .98 r.84* - e 38* .35, -
Detroit .94 .95 —e- .41 .61 -
El Paso - .92 ¢ .94 . 80 .47 .41 .27
Fresno - .90 .78 L75% .34 .34 .0g*
Houston .96 «93 <93 .48 .33° .25 )
Laredo .82 .88 .78 - .35 - .37 -, .18
Los.Angeles .94 '93* .82 .43*\! .48, .39
New York “.90% .89 ——— 5O .46 am
Oxnard . .96 1. 00 .85, .40 .34 .31
Phoenix .92 .91 ‘.81* . 37 «43 .26*
Sacramento .97 .95 .71 .39 “o 24 .13,
San Antonio .90 .96 .85 . .46 .41 .28
San Bernardino .98 .99 .»88* o .49 .45 .19
San Diego .94 .95 .80 .44 .38 .41
San Francisco . .92 .94 90, .51 .53 42
San Jose .96 .88 - .80*, L .42 - .37 : 31,
Tucson .96 .94 . . 80 .34 .31 .56
$
. *
L‘ . . : []
. = -




‘. . ‘- '. . . N e V ‘ . /
S, T.abllf," 1-B. Labor Force Participation Rates, Puerto Ricans; by Region,
- " SMSA, Sex and Age, 1970 . \ .
o g 1 < "~ Male S Female ., =
Area  20-34 °..35-49  50-64  20-34 _ 35-49 J50-64
. United States = .90 .88 12 .35 , .30 -
Region A : ' _ . ‘ . . SRR
1 : v 094 . . '87 i - - ’ i 0 38 ’ 040 “’"““V-
2 s .89 .88 + .70 " 31 .35 .30, .-
3 ¥ o97 8l --= 49 . .52 29,
4 '10 00 ) ) ) .9“0‘ ""';* ’ ‘56 X .56 . 19* - U
5 '93 '90 . .82‘“ 047 Co- 0‘37 .15*
9 .93 .87 ¢ .68 - .50 - .53 .37
& Chicago .j90* 95, .76 .44* AT, © .22
. Los Angeles . 73 .§95* R .44 .47* . ———
) Jei‘!ey’ Qity'\ . 95 . 059,6 . c - _040 ’ ‘ \ . 26 . -
Miami = o - - .- 317 . .86, -
- Newark %91 0 1.007 . --- .27 .42 -
. New York - .86, .84, .l .30 . ".31 31
_San Francisco ., .87 - 1.00 _——— .44 " awme _—-
. . . . . - ’ ’ . QL
,, /
~ ’
‘ &
\ *’
\
a , ' } , 4
v l | - .
a \
, |
s 1
o g ) TN/ v “
h-lad |
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) Table 1- -C. Labor Force Part1c1patmn Rates, . Cubans, by Regxpns, SMSA ‘ i
" Sex and Age, 1970 . - . .
: o - T - Male ‘ T - Female o« M
y Area . - '20—34 . 35-49 . ‘50-6,4 ‘20-34 - 35-49 _.50-64 v ;
* Ullited States L] ) 196 A 097 -90 . 60 c64 - o47
ngion’ | . . . ) ‘ o . N R
J2.o .96 195 v 93 .53, -.65* . 48 v
3.0 T eee 0 1007 T e 62 . oLe2* T i
4 | 94, .98 .88 . .66, .64 - .45 .
5 . : 1,00%. 1,00 . emm - .68 . .74 - 79 o
9 . .96 .96 .87% .56 62 .29
.h v'. u SMSA ) '*. - ‘ - LT * _. lv . A . -‘?-j -
> Chicage -~ ' 1.00° . 1.00" Y VAN - A
= Jersey City » .94 298 9‘1 S w730 0 .66, .54*
. Los A(ngeles" , .97 98 .95% - .54 .77 . .50
Miami =~ ' . . .94 .96 S .91, .66 .69, .46
* ©  Newark . m- T .. 94% L7370 .69 .71 i
¢ . New York _ .89 - ~97 .90 ~ .50- - .60 53\
¢ "« r / . : A ' : . ] - -
, } . : ]
. S . (
. [N - - A ° .
- X X
N y .
< T
“ o )
v \A - rl - o ) ]
S L,
N - ., . .
0
A}
:J — .
<>
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Table 1-D. Labor Force Participation Rates, I.[ndians{ by Re_gibn,' Sex ‘_ '

> land'Ag'e; 1970
FE _ .
- : - Male - . ' ‘ . Female : ’
- Aread 20-34 35-.49 = 50-64 Z0-34 ° 35-49 50- 64
United Sél\tea .75 .80 - .67 .42 .41 ‘A - .34
‘Region » * % R x - % ’
1 . . ‘. '82 ' '90 badhadied .55 053 . m———e
2.‘ < ) - . 77 . 89 . 76 . 38 . 54 ' - 44
. : * %k , ) % -
3 . . .95 .85 » .87 . ) .53 .53 .47
4 \ o * ) 080‘ 089 083 049 t 043 039
5 : .86 _.83 o .12 <39 .45 .41
’ /( 7 e R 074 083 * 078 o 038 \: .' 144' ;38
N .‘ j 8 " '72 ' 078 . .57 ’ '/-.39 - ‘0/42 ) 035
AR @v o ) .76v . .63 .41 .34 .30
10,/ - o ‘ ) _.70 _.80 .67 .46 .39 ‘ .39(
1. ' N -
‘, v
N o ® “
. ‘ . N . v .
e . ) .r.
Y i "
. 1 ‘? . .
> ‘ '
‘ ) »
/ Al \ » N
"
' i >




" Table 1-E.

-

Labor Force Participation Rates ’ Japanese, by Regmn, SMSA,

- Age and Sex, 1970

Maie

Female

Area 20-34 35-49 50-64 ~20-34 35-49 50-64_

United States .84 .97 - .92 .53 .57 . 61
Region : S S

1 - - - - T

2 88 -1.00, .84 .33 .51 - .73
'3 - _——— .94 - © .27 ;.38 .50

4 . - - .25 .38 , ===

5 .88 .99 .92 .32 .41 .63

6 —-- _— - .39* .38, ———

¥ . —— - ——- "% .48 ——
-8 . . 59 .93 —e- .58 .56 -
9 .85 .97 .92 . 60 .63 - L62

10 T ¥.80" .96 93 .52 .52, .14

) e ‘

SMSA - . o _ ’ - o
Chidago L .78 - 1.00* .94 .48 .66 .72
Honolulu .87 .98 .91 .68 .70 " .60

+ Los Angeles .79(.. :98 .94 .58 .59 .71
New York ", 81 .86 R 43 .29 -
San-Franeisco = -, .81 *. 99 .92 .58 - .44 73
San Jose 781 . .98 .89% . 48 .48 69
Seattle 7T 1.00* 90 AT & .47*

L t -

- . s~ < .. :
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" Table 1-F. Labor Force Participation Rates, Chinese, by Regton, SMSA,
, Age and Sex, 1970

.
- o . Male ‘ Female ‘
‘Area . 20-34 35-49 50-64  -20-34  35-49 50-64
United States * . .71 .96 .84 .55 .60 .54
. Region - .
1 ' * et .2* Ls0 54 52 e
2 .77 .95 .80 .53 T .54 .54
3 .65 .97 .85 .56 .66 72F
L4 .66  .95% ... .28 - -—-
5 .69 .94 .89 .5l .56, .58%
6 .49 .96 ——.— .30, 54 s
7 68, --- - 52% e -—-
8 58 e T -
9 .75 .96 . 84 .60 .63 .54
10 .61 .96* .80% .56 .74* . .
SMSA C | N : “ * oo
Boston .84 1.00* 9o .59 . 65 . eme
Chicago . .87 .92 74" .54 ., .72 S
Honolulu ' .91 .97 .91 .62, - .70 . .54
Los Angeles - .85 .93 .78 .46 .64 .61
+ New York , W17 97 «~83 - 47 .56 .65
+ San Francisco + W15, 96 . 88 ' 63 : .66 .57
- San Jose . L .73*7 : .94 . - ,_.38 - - _
Wash., D.€. =~ . .82 S “—- . 52" ——— b mea SR
1 : ’ :
' \ o
N | ‘ S h
) . o 1 ’
;
\.
w -




Table 1-G. Labor Force Participation Rates, Filipinos, by Region,
SMSA, Age and Sex, 1970 ' ' ) '
o . - T Male - - . " TFemale
Area | 20-34 . 35-49  50-64  20-34 -  35-49 50-64
' United States .~ - 88 - .. 93 88 ;60 62 - - 53 «.
‘Region T ST R L
2 D g9 9% 81" . 80 80k 45
.3 B 89 " 88 . . -z 67 - 46" -
- S 96 94 8. 8L 64 |
9 . - 89, 93, 88, 55 63 50"
10 | - 857 . .94 96 51 48™ -l
 SMsA ; . ke B
‘Chicago . 89 . 90 Cemw 87 88" ' aant
~ Honolulu. , t 97 9. 84 - 52 62 ’ 43* B .
- ‘Lios Angeles - 90 - 98¢ - 79 " 65 78, 52 o
o New York _ . .91 = aea’  88¥ 8 R
San’Francisco "85*« .93 837; S 67* ‘ 62 c 34 :
Seattle ’ 94" m=- 837 . B0 ciee- o
s !
) % .
. 4
» f\ * ¢
. ¢
7 * \"s&
)




. a ;Taﬁle 1-H. Labor Force Partlclpat’on Rates of Blacks by Age, Sex and
IR Reglon, 1970 '

el T e -Male L '"F;ema'lre ‘ St
Area - 1 .. 320-34 . - 35-49 - 50-64 2034 ' 35.49 - 50-64 -

. Unitéd States .~ . -.90 . .91 . .80 . .58 . .61 . 48
" .Region I e S S I 5 o Cw
- .81, 5.0 .90 . a-= B8 .59 - .84
.89 .88 .84 - .47 .61 . .53
w91 .. .90 - .83 . .62 .6% 1,49;;;u
.90 T .90 ¢ L7 L6l 64 .48
.91 - .94 .84 . .59 . .57 .46.¢,1'
Coeoo U880 .92 .74 UB1 . .61 . .43 :
o N~ o . .84 97 .70 .69 .61 . .43
S e e 92 L9 - TLTT .65 . .54 49 L

N ONUT R W N e

. 8MsaA . L S S
. Chicago -~ .. 94 T...8870 . .65 U 60, . .60 . .48 -
.~ Dallas =« W96 o L & R R UL 7.}
Cu . Détroit” i . o+ .91 - 493 . .80 #. - .51 - .61 .41
: -'Los.Angeles R 3:;85'* . .85 .65 .68 .65 .38
- Miami e Tt P - .85% . L.
Newark v .92 ... . g% e 11 m*
. New York . = ..86- .8 - .71 ,49 W.sé T .64
- * Philadelphia .90 - ..92_ .79 .52 ' eﬁa = 60 .
. San Francisco - .88 .. .957 . 707 .82%* .55 , 42"
Wash., D.C. . = .86 .90 .84 " .73 . ..,66. - .59




i

oS

vTabl"e 2-A, Labor Force Pa.rt1c1pat10n Rates, Mexman, by Reglon, SMSA .
: - Education and Sex, 1970 K
R . o ‘Ma.le ' e Female, ,
- Area Less than H.S. - College Less thén H.S.  College
S L+ H.S. 12 12 - 1 or more H.S. 12 ‘12 1 or more
" United States .91 .94 .95 N B2 60
~ Region - - : o
oz T L — - By 63, <t
3 .89" -t —=- L44 .48 ——-
. .92 --- - 44 . 44" L44*
- .94 .95 .98, .36 7 . .61 .58 .
75:6 : .89 .95 +95 .31 '.57 .61
7 92 .84 - +31 .58 e
8 .84 .95 .93 ;.25 .50 .56
9 .90 .93 .95 .36 .48 - L6
. 10. ‘ .88 - . 36\ 437 L aa-
SMSA - | 2o ‘.
Albuquerque 86 - mee - LrF o .43*:. ol
 Anaheim .92 .96 .97 .32 .51 .50
~ Brownsville .82 w92 ' ,93" .32 . | .58 LT,
' Chicago - L, .93 .93 .90 . .44 T, .42 «58
Corpus Christi 91 .91 ;.'BUM by . -ee
Dallas o .88 1.00 e .41 .48 ‘---\
Denver W92 .-96: ‘ --- T .23 -.59* _—
Detroit .86 1.00 T aea .42 - .55 i
El Pasgo - .87 .97, l.oo™ .34 .57, .16
Fresno - .81 .88 - .»24 .32 s
Houston, .95 .92 | 1.00% .31 .60 .67
.Laredo - .81 . 88 .91 .22 .53 . . 63%
Los Angeles ‘90'* .94 .96 . 38 B 52*‘ Y
New York 82 eee, ——- .36" .45, -
Oxnard .95 - 1.00 e .32 » 46 -
Phoenix- 90 .91 --- .33 s 42, .-
~ Sacitamento - . .86 1. oo* R .21 .38 -——
- San Antonio .89 .95 '1.00 .33 CL61 .64
‘San Bernardino W96 . .97 : .97* ’ .33 .41 .65
" San Diego .88 .97 .96" - .36 . .54 ~--

. San Frapc*isco A J .95 ) « 90 4+ 39 " .59 S 68
San Jose . .88 .98 .96, .32 .51 . ---
Tucson ./ .88 .97 - 1.00 .22 T .44 —_—

. .m o ' . . ". .
. K »
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.Table ZQB. abor Force Part1c1pat1on Rat Js, Puerto R1can, by Regmn, |
MSA, Educatlon and Sex, 1970 o <,
. ‘ f Male &= ~  Female _
Area :Less than H.S. . College  Less than H.S. College
' "H.S. 12 12  l'or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more .
B ] ; - j . D ] <
United States | - _'.85 S .93 % .87. .29 .48 - .62
Regmn - C k ’*
1 .90 190" --- .32 .54' Cea-
3 .90 . 94* - 38, . -
4 .90 —-- - 41, (59 ———
-5 .92 .92 --- .34, .62 61
9 .81 .96 "+ .90 . ".36 54 - .88%
SMSA - o ; )
. Chicago - .88 296 S .37 .57 S
Jersey City “.90° - - .30" -—- -
Los Angeles - e 78* - --- +39 - . 50 ---
‘Miami "~ 95 --- - .32 --- -
Newark .94 v ae- L= .28 --- ---
New York - .81 . .89 .93 .23 .49 .58
Philadelphia .86, e .26 - —-
San Francisco .91 --- A—— 40 - _——-
5
[ ' /'
\ ” '
-( )
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N Lo Table 72‘-C. Labor Force Part1c1pat1on Rates, Cuban, by Reg1on, : - S
' B B -‘SMSA,. Education a.nd Sex, 19 0 B ‘
‘ e o o Male N : Female
. Area Less than H.S. College - Less than H.S.-. College
4 ~H.S. 12 _1ormore H.S.12 12 1 or more
‘United States - .92 .96 . .99 .. . .52 .59 T2
Region~ " . S ) ‘
' 2 094 093 . 1.00 154 : 055 7 .69
3 s aee U 1i00* s Y
-4 .91 .96 .97 .51 63, .76 ¢
5 1.00 - - 1.00% .13 .68 .82 -
| 6 . —— --=- - 1.00 . -o- —_—— -t
| 9 .87 .96 - 1.00 037 .41 .8
| - SMSA o :
| Chicago 100" ——- . L. oo ,-.59%: 95, ---
Jersey City - .96 . 95: 94 " .66 .65F S
| . Los Angeles - 1.00 91 .98 . 56 .71 .67
- Miami ‘ . .:9#2 .96 .96 . 54 66 .75 -
_ Newark R —ee .96 .71 ~as e
°New YOrk ) p 89 K .1. 00 .. X .v L 97 .46 064 . . 74
N . e
. - " 44,,
- ’ . .
- X .;
. ,1- E 4" :
- S § -
| i
| .
g J “ 1
o RS
B e
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Table 2-D.. Labor Force Participation Rates for Indians, by Region, Education -

..+ and Sex, 1970

. A
e . Male * S Female .
Area R . Less than H.S.. College . Léss than H.S. - College
: - H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.,S. .12 12 ° 1 or more
United States -, .70 =~ .82 = .82 .30 .50 .61
Region ' : x , y L ' .
1 81" . oe- ;so: 37 et -
2 76 .83 - .92% . 40 . .46 . 567
3 .91 .88% . 90, .44 .56 .67
4 .82 ) . ‘. 86‘ 085 . » 039 . 059 ’ 053
5 .78 “. 88 .81 -+ 30 .50 . .69
6 ‘_.64 .82 g .8_0* .27 «52 .59
7 - .74 .91l Le8F 24 .71 .33%
. 8 ) o . - 065 . 076 a88 a31 048 ‘ 058
9 .64 . .80 ».sg .25 .47 .66
10 L7 CLT13 .8 A .38 .‘39 7 .60
(o
{. .
. . X
™ o ’_/\
.
' ~ ’




+ Table 2-E. Labor Force Pafticipaticn Rates Japanese, b‘y»Regio'n,v SMS_A,
Education and Sex, 1970 ' '

>

e,

) Male L ) : Female '
Area " Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College -
H.S. 12™ 12 1 or more H.S. 12 122 % 1 or more
N . . . . ’ ~ ..’J ’ . .
United States .88 .96 .88 .52 .57 .59
Region ' . . L e
SR —e- - - 52% 65"
2. .88% .92 .58 .41 .45
3. - - .40 ~o 28 ~ .42
4 hndiadiad hndiadind ‘}46" 024 :035*
5 . 87. .98 XS, .38 .48
.6 -—- - .40 .34 .44
7 . -y . .46 —-—-
8 - .96 .43 .54 .72
9 . r .90 «95 .56 .62 .64
10 ) < '--: O98» }45'— 061 ) |54
SMSA . : .
- Chica,go 1. 00 - 95 . 55 . 69 ) . 53
" Honolulu, .91 .95 .57 .69 .73
Los Angeles . +90 %93 . 54* . 62* *.60
New York ~--, @ .85% .86 .45 .27 .49
San Francisco .80 .96 .92 .42 .49 ‘..64
San Jose - .94, . 89 . 44* .44 .60 -
Seattle ——— .90 .88" - .56 .51 N
. 1 .
..

*
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Table 2-F. La.bor Force Pa.rtic1patlon Rates, Chinese, by Region, SMSA,
Educ;ation and Sex, 1970

. .
£ g L]

. o ' : Male - : “- Female i
Area / Iess than H.S. College Less than H.,S _Colleg€
| ' 2 H,S. 12 12, 1 6rmore. H.Sr 12 12 1 or more
United States| .86 91 LT7 .55 .55, . .59 -
Region [ : ' . o, ‘
I / .82 94* .63 .50* - 57%
2 .87 94 © .78 .56 .49, .52
3 .88% ... - 76 .52% .56 .67,
4 cra* . R . 32"
5 R .84  .88% .74 .43 .44 .60,
6 & e e .60 .44 _——— .50*
7 5 : ——- a—— B .57 .
8 —— e eme Le1* Ll aee | aaa
. 9 .85 S .91 . 8% .58 . 60 - 62
10 .8a% 0 L. B2 A Y LIS - L
SMSJ/,‘S- o » | . . - o .
Boston | .94  m-- .87 . 0% e B2, .
Chicdgo .83 .94 .85 .62 .47 T2
Honolulu - .91 " .96 .92 .55 W 65 .63
Los Angeles - .81 .89 .89 .64 - .41 .54
New York .87 .94 .80 .51 » .55 . .57 .
San Francisco .86 . .92 .84 .60 . 60 .68,
SanJose . =e- k- .82 eesE eee .32, x.
.Wash., B.C. e e .86 - -an . .60"
« K ' )
= D
&
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Table 2 G. Labor Force Pa.rtzc:.pa.txon Rates, F111pmos, by Region, SMSA” _

Educatzon and Sex, 1970 )’
~ .
' o Male , ~~ ~ Female
~Area - - Less than H:S. College Less than H.S. College
,___H,S. 12 12 or more’ H.S M 12 _or more
] , < - . N , ML '

- United States . 88 .93 90 43 54 72

R Region | . . | e
Nz 9r 75 93 53, 59, 86

3 . e . om—— 88 '41* 47 70

5 S . .83 --;'_' 95 560 @, --= 82

9 | .87 93 90, 43 57, . 10

10 | 94 -ew - 85 - 37 33 . 65

SMSA o - : X

Chicago 91 - 88 e baa- 88
Honolulu ¢ 89 . " - 96 95 - 48 . 58 - 65

Los Angeles 76 92 93 . - 38* 47 81
New York ° ; 94 | wm- 92 A ’62* , - . 80
San Francisco 8.3* .91 . 87 47 54 73
Stattle . . 92 . Ladad : " o us B Sl ——.— - - -

- r
» f
- i
o .

& f N . ¥
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“Table 2-F. Labor Force Participation Rates of Blacks by Reg:)on, SMSA,
Sex and Educatmn, 197qQ - ,

»

Area’ Less than = H.S.  College Lessthan H.S.  College
H.S. 12 12 .l or more Ii.S 12’ 12 1 or more
United States .84 .91 .96 .48 .64, .75
- Region : - ' )
I .82* 93 o .58 66
2 .84 .91 ..95 .44 .62
3 .87 .89 .94 . .50 .65
4 . .84 .90 .96 .52 .71
5 . 86 .93 .99 .44 .64
6 - .82° .93 .94 .47 -+ 56
7 77 .87 e .54 _ .59
9 .85 .87 .96 “.45 | .64
SMSA R .
. Chicago .80 .89 .92 s .45 .62
Dallas . .88 —-- - .58 .65%
Detroit’ .83 .93 .96 .45 . .55
Los Angeles .69 .84 .91 .47 .60
Miami —— -ia - .73 -
Newark .98 .90 --- .67 66
" New York .82 .86 .85 .51 .57
Philadelphia .82 . 94 -—— r.53 ‘.65
San Francisco .82* .80% . .9a* .46 . 70%
Wash., D.C> .83 . 89 J92¥ .54 .75
%
' -
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_Table 3-A., Employment Rates, Mex1cans, by Region, SMSA Sex
' ’ a.nd Age, 1970 .,
Male . Female
Area - 20-34 35-49 50-64" 20-34 35-49 ° 50-64
United States °* “s 94 + .96 .96 «92 .92 W92, T
Region ‘ N o ' ’
2 ) .00, .96 - 94 o eee
3 1.00 w——— e .93 S
4 .97 J95*  1.00" . 88" - e
5 .97 .97 .95 .92 .96 * .88
6 .95 . 97 .97 .94 “94 - .95
7 .93 .95 . .96* .84 - .96* —-
8 .94 .92 .98 .91 1. 00 -
9 . .92\! .94 .‘~94* .91 " .90 .92
10 .90 .81 .94 .90%* - -j{
SMSA " ” o . :

- Albuquerque _ .94 .88 -—— - - e
Anaheim ! .94 1.00 .97 .88 .86 -—-
Brownsville .91 .97 92 .96 .90 .90
Chicago B .96 . «98 1.00* .94, 94 -
Corpus Chr1at1 ' .97 . 97* 1. 00* . «90 | 96*. .94
Dallas . .99 96 1.00 -89, .94 - -
Denver =~ <93, . 89 - 95 ——— I )
Detroit .87 .89 -—- --- --- -

E1l Paso .96 .98 .96*~ . 96 .94* 1.00
Fresno .94 .85 . 89 ST .65 -
"Houston .97 .98 1.00 .96 .97 ———
‘Laredo , , «89 .94 .95 98 .98 -1.00

Los Angeles «93, 94 .96 .95 .90 - +96

New, York .94 1. 0o* - eyt mmmt 4 e
Oxnard .85 .98 1,00 .96 D hemy o ==
Phoenix _ o «96 .97 1.00 .95, .93 -
Sacramento - .88 . 86 . 87 - .88 T -

'San Antonio .95 .98 - ' .94 .88 .95 )
~San Bernargdino L e94 .98 $ 97, .90 .90 -

San Diego , .94 7 .92 -1.00 .89 .84 1.00

San Francisco ' .90 .95 .93 . .88 .92, . 95%

San Jose .93 /.95 .90 .88, .87, —--
Tucson .94 .98 1.00 91 94" ——— e




Ta.blev3-B. Employment Ra.tes, Puerto Rlcan, by Region, SMSA, Sex
" and Age, 1970 ‘

A ~: , - -
o R - Male o "~ Female

Area - 20-34 35-49 - 50-64 20-34 . 35-49 = 50-64
United States .93 . .9 .96 .90 . .93 .94.

Region " . " : . '

"1 ' ' .91 .96 -z 97" - -
2 .94 . 96 .94 .89 - .93, . .94
3. .95 92 _——— 1.00 . 1. od —ha
4 .95 1 00 _""""* . 91 . 095* : mem
5'( .‘0'94 : 096 1. 00* 91 . 83* Lalalad
9 089 092 1¢ 00 094 1. 00 indadied .
SMSA - - .

Chicago ~ .94 . 96 495, . 89 .96 C e

Jersey City .95 96* - . 88 po— -——

LQB Angeleﬂ """'.‘ . . 32* e ded - _--d - -

Nﬁwa—rk_ 10 00 . 095 ) - = = -on . " .t - ~~:

New York .95 97, .96 .94 .95 .94

Philadelphia .93 .89" - —-- IN L

N N
_ | R
B ..
» " . .




- Table 3;C. Erﬁployment Rates, "Cﬁbans, by Region, SMSA, Sex and Age, 1970

| . . . .
s . o R Male Female
" Area _ 20-34  35-49.  50-64  20-34  35-49  50-64
- . : . T ' P ] . . .
'~ United States ~  ,.95 - .98 .96 T .91 .94 - .89
‘ Région ) o N S . : . ' ,
3 ~ - 1,00 ot Y. ---
| 4 o 297 .98 .94 .93 . .96 " . .88,
5 82" L4 L9a* 73" .93* .95
9 © .90 .96 - .88* .85 )
Chicago - © 00, 1000 aes .94 91 ..
~ Jersey City = .93 .92 1.00 -.85 .8l -
. Los Angeles .94 . -.86 .85%  84*’ - 95 . ...
' Miami ., .96 .97 .97 ~95 - .91 . 94
j ‘ Newark . ' - . 1,00% - , —— .9,3*- : -
New York = * 1.00 - .98 1.00 .92 .92 .96
o ;. ]
\ .
- /\ ‘.
o A
8 “
a :
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) "Table 3-D. 'Einploymeni: Rate“s,. Irid_ian, by Region, Sex ahd Age, 1970 o N
} Male . ‘ - Female -
Area = _20-34 35-49. .50-64 20-34  35-49 50-64
United States. =~ - .89 90 .92 .88 .92 .92
R;gion o . - 94‘*"" 1 00* L -
¢ T . --- . v - ——
2 .82 .92 1.00  1.00% | .88%. ..ga* -
3 *» .95 .96* ——- _ .89% 95 e
4 ; .97 1.00 .98 To.91 .95 .89
5 \ .95 .87 .91 .88 .94 , .86%
L6 - .92 .92 .94 .88 . .96 .97
7 : .89 1.00* 95" .sat, 88" oo
, 8 ’ ’ . 78 ) o 80 . . 083 08‘3 ' . 88 . '96
9 _“ o : .86 . 093 L 088*" .88 n94 090*
10 . ‘ (082 480 - 080 V085 078 A' 092 ’
o N |
-%
( -
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Table 3.E. .Erlmploymentb Rates, Japanese, by Region, SMSA, Age and Sex, 1970

. ‘_ - Male ' - Female
"Area 20-34 . 35-49  50-64  20-34 _35-49  50-64
United States =~ . -.98 .99 . .99 .97 .97 .98
Region - N o * e P
2 1,00 .98 .88 .90 1.00,, .95
.3 mee O LOO* el e .96, ——-
4 ' D mme L mme T e memy  L.00T o ee-
. 5 . .98 .99 100 .00 - .95 1.00.
.6 - L eme T 4 e ——- —-ey - 1.00 e 0
8 " .8g¥ L96%  aas .95 1.00 -
9 .98 . .99  ..99 - .98 .98 .97
10 .97 1.06 - .97 .94 - .93 - 1,00%
¥ sMsa o . - . .
Chicago . 1.00 = .98 1,00  1.00 1.00 , 1.00 -
Honolulu | 97 - 1.0b° _ 1,00 .98 .98 ‘ 1.00
Los Angeles . W97 . .98 - .98 V.96, .96 .98
« .+ New York .9¢ .97 im BT gmme e
.  San Francisco :94 . . .99 1.00 $ 96, .00, .96
San Jose .97.  1.060, 1.00,  1.00 01 —
Seattle - o.e8* 100* 0 Los* Les* Lot ...
. K} ¥ Ud?. -
r,
>
- *
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Table 3~ F Employment Ra.tes, Chmese, By‘ Regmn, SMSA Age and Sex, 1970

Male

F emale

1 'A:rea' | ‘ ,20-34'

Umted States .96
.89
.97 .

97, -
.90
96
90
vl 00
.96
1.00

(OO N UL W

SMSA
Boston
GChicago - “.94 -
~ Honolulu o .99
" Los Angeles,’ ' 97
New York 1. OQ,,
- .San Francisco : "
. Wash., D.C. . 94"

35-49°
. 98

e 98

1. oo
1.00%

- 98,
96

'97

1‘.‘60'""
1.00

.98

.96
_?9 '

.98

" 1..00"

1L oo*

50-64 s

.95 _
Coed*

100

 1,0,0; '

93
«94

.94 L.ﬂ
1.00 -

.00

.94 -
. 95
.97

20-34"-

.96
.98
S 97

-

. ,
B ]

.95

: 95,

' 100
.94

1.00

1.00 . .-

.95

- o o

. 1.00

 em -

.97

. 35-49

97,

i

) -

..96»“'
100

- -

- -

- ;-

1.00"

1.00
- 1.00
.97

.99

7 561; 64

.95 .

- - -
K]
-

94

1.00
1.00*
-98

" .96

-

Xy

51)‘ '




United States 95 - e ;9'7 : | 96 96 95 B 95
R_eg';on' N * e % B T e T
2" 100 ‘100 . 88 99 100 -
3 9T . eee L ey e
5 .98 100 100" 98 100 -
9 94 - 97 .- 96, .94 95 . 96
10" 91%. - " 94* 96" 95™ —— —_—
 SMSA S e Vo
. Chicago . 98 . 94 - ' 98 ' wma ez
~ Homnolulu * 97 .99 98 - .98 95 . 96
~ Los-Angeles. - 98, S 95 88 . 97 100 ---
. New York 100" - -- 97. cmet —--
San Francisco 92 96 . . ,‘;‘95* - 97 94 ., Cea-
. Seattle ' ——— ---  J9100 - —_— PRI
‘ K i
N
- M :’
: — | A
; B

k]

'm'I’,ab.ble'?z'-_G. Employment Rates of F‘ilipino"s,' by Region~, SMSA, Age and Sex, 1970 .

Male '
35.49 .

ty

Y

Female

-Area

_20-34

" 5064

" 20-340"

35-49 ° 50-64

F
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Table 3-H. Ernployment Rates for Blacks,‘ by Regmn, SMSA A.ge and

3 Sex, \1970 .
E T vMa_le T Female - o
-Area 20-34 '35-49 : 50-6,4 .42_0-34 35-49 50-64
~ United States .93 ', .96 . .96 . 89 295 <. .96
Region . - o * o
1 St T Lod* cee .93 1.00* .-
2 9 . 97 299 - .91 .93 .95~
3 - .96 97 V9T .93 .97 .95
4 496 .96 . .96 .88 .94’ .96
5 g "92 .94 (96 . .88 .94 .97
6 .92 .96 .94 .88 .94 1.00,,
7. .88 .97 1.00 .90 .95 94
9 .88 - .94 .89 .84 .93 .97
. SMSA | ) . , , L » .
- Chicago .94, 299 - .91 .94, .92 .92
-+ Dallas .96 R ' e== t 1,00 _—— -
 Detroit » *.73 T 1.0Q .93 .79 - 292 86
- Los Angeles .93 9k s \’96*' .26 85 ---
Miami : --- vmmmr N eea --j= 91 -t
Newark y 95 .96 -l .86 .93* .88
New York - .98 .98 .96 .93 - .98 - + 95
‘Philadelphia .90, - ' .98; 1.00 .91 ' .92 .86
San Francisco .86.. .75 ——— o 96 —-—— ———
Wash., D.C.- .93 .93 .97 T .93 .89 97
<, .
r v Co o
. . ,
&
' >




Table 4-A. Ernployment Rates, Mexman, by Reglon, SMSA, Educatmn and ,

Sex, 1970 '
o S - . Male e "~ Female
‘Area o Less than H.S.. = College Leess than H.S8. College
- © H.S. 12 12  lormore H.S 12 12 1 or more
United States . ;94 .95 .96 . .91 ' .93 .95
- Region ' ' I ! ' % |
2 ' 96 --- . =ea © ===, 1,00 -
3 L0 - --- Some- el -
4 Tl96 e oo Lot L I
5 .96 .98 - "l.00 .92 .96 . - .95
6 96 .97, © .97 .94 .95 .95
7 v.96 o920 T, N A U R
-8 .92 .95 1.00 - .90 .95 "
9 .92 .94 .95 .89 T .92 " .9
o - .89  aen Ceee - .85 - e
SMSA . . _ SR S
Albuquerque - . .90 [ =-- -—- T ee- - ' _———
Anaheim - .96 .98, . .97" .85 .93 ..
 Brownsville £ .93 .94 1100* .91 .97 - 1.00%
¢ Chicago . .96 .98 1.00®* .93 1.00% <o
Corpus Chr1st1 , 98 - .97 Cm— .93 “— a--
Dallas .99 . . .96" --- (90 T emey e
‘Denver .- .89 .96: P R et 1.00. -
Detroit - gy e .84 BT R - e L
El Paso = . - .97 .98 - .93 " .95 L9800 .94%
Fresno o .87 1. 00* o --;* - .66 ema -
"Houston. - %98 .97 1.00, .96 .98 -
. Laredo - .92 .94 .97 .98 - .97 - 1.00*
Los Angeles , .93. - 94 -~ .95 Y .94 .96
' New York Y 1.00% 0 aoe - LI _——— -
‘Oxnard - S .93 . bo - .89 _——
Phoenix ‘ .96 1. oo* me- .93 . - ---
Sacramento , .86 ' .89 =—-- --- mm g
San Antonio . .96 .98 © w89 .90 - - .92 . 96
~ San Bernardino ’ .96 .97 97, .91 J90% .94*
San Deigo. - . .92 .95 96 .90 .88 -———
. San Francisco .93 .89 . - .97 .86 .96 .48*
: San Jose .93 .94 .96y .83 . .83} ;ﬂ('
| " Tucson .96 .94 ~1.00 .90 .95 -
Q9
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Table 4-B. Employment Rates, Puerto R1can, by Regmn, SMSA Educatmn T
and Sex, 1970 - . ‘e
‘ k i .« . )
- -~ Male _ ~ Female
Area _ Less than H.S. .College Less than H.S. Gollege
* - H.S8, 12 12 1 gr more H.S. 12 12 1 o_r'mo'y'e' ,
United States .94 .96 .97 . .91 .93 .94
Region , B | ‘
s 1 ’92 ’95 2 T ememm 1000 ) - - -
2 .94 <96 .97 90* .93 94
3 .94 --- - 1.00, . “-1.00% -
4 96 - 96" ™ 90"
5 .94 .98 -—- .87, .91 -
9 .88 .95 - 94%  1,93% .96 .-
. SMSA - . ' o
" Chicago ‘ .94 .96_*. _ ——— 92 .90 -—-
Jersey City - .94 N . 87 ——— -——
L.os Angeles” .90 - ——- -—- - ———
Miami - .90" _—— - e _——— ———
Newark . .98 —— ¢ === 82 ——— -———
New York: .95 , 98 . 94* .96 - .92
~ Philadelphia - < @91 e - --- .83 --- -—-
~ San Francisco - 7 1 R - Cmi - —.-
f . o:"”; . ) S | ,
.;- ’ : o _
. ‘ - .
o‘ X » :
\_/-\ : :
./ ‘
°
|
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Table 4-C.

Employment Ra.tes, Cuban, by Regmn, SMSA, Education and

Sex, 1930
s ' ‘ Male _ ~ Female , .
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S., College -
H.S., 12 12 ' 1 or more H.S.12 12 - 1 or more
- - a . * ) B : % . ‘ .
. United States .96 .96 S .97 .91 .91 . .93
Region S : o
2 98 /7 .98 +9% .91 . 86 ~ .94
-3 ‘-—- -~==- 1,00 ——_ mma- Cmea
4_: -96 .j o 097 '96 -91 : -96 93*
5' _ o 088 {,‘.«l i:"‘ - -—— ~96* - 088 t ——— ’ 094
6 ——— - -1.00 - Yoeo -
9 .91 .92 .94 .88 .‘92* .87
. SZE?ISA % % . , * ~ :
Chl;cago 1.00 "‘"."‘* 1. 00* i . 94 89 ==m
Jersey City .95 .95 .88 <17 94 otttk
Los Angeles 1. 88 .90% .88 .93% 92* a1
‘Miami .96, .98 .-.98. 93 .92 .94
Newark 1. 00 ——— - 96 .- -
New York .99 .98 .00 - .92 .92 .97
r v
».
v
» ' '
6
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» F 2

and Education, 1970

Table 4-D. Employment Rates, .Indian, by Region, Sex -
i ) : P . :
. Male - Female ,
Area ‘' Less than H.S.  College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 ° .1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more
- United States .89 .89 .95 . 88 .92, .92

Region . " : : .

1 .88 e - T e -

2 . .86 97, 91 .87 1.00_ .

3 . 090 1000 ' 1.00* 091 ’ . 87 badhadd

4 - .99 1.00 .9 - .90 .92 1.00

5 091 089 1- 00 ) 088 089 094

6( . 091 0'92 198 089 094 .95

7 .98 .87*.  1.00%  .87*,  .sg* -

8' 080 075 '086 ' 087 ] 090 n80 v

9 086 090 095* 086 ¢92 092

L Y
s
q
1 -
s
\ .




~Male Female
. Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College
° H.S. 12 12 1l or more H.s. 12 12 1 or more
_ United States .98, .99 .98 .95 . .98 . .98
Region w o ® " o o
2 . - 096 . 1. 00 . -905; ° . 097 098
3 —ad ——— 1.00 1,00 S - -
‘5 96™ 1.00 -99,, 95" \/?;6m 1.00
8 -— .96 .93" --- ., 1l.00". .96
10 , - - 098 098 -76 ’ tan97 1.00 '
) SMSA . v o
Chicago 1.00 .97 1.,00 m 1.00 .00 -
Honolulu 1.00 »98 .99 .98 .98 1.00
Los Angeles .97 + 96, .99 .91 .97 .97,
New York —— .. 96" .98 -—- —_——— 1.00"
San Francisco 1.00° 98 .97 . 94" .96, 1. 00*'
- San Jose - . 97 v 1.00 - ‘ 1 00 1 00
Seattle . - . 94% .97 _—- 96" g4
-’ : -
{ L4
/- : :
9 \
\
/ \ " . /

F 4

Table 4-E) Ernployment Rates, J‘apanese, by Regmn, SMSA Educatmn

-

“and Sex, 1970
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Table 4-F. Employment Rates, Chinese, by Region, SMSA, 'Educatmn

‘[ and Sex, 1970 !
i ' . Y '
. o Male ’ . Female - L
_ Area : . "Legs than H.S. Collége = Less than H.S. College
: .H.S. 12 12 ‘1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more
United States .95 .96 | / .97 -
.Region - ' o .
1 . o.go® .87 1. oo - )--- L 94%
2 s , .97 .98 - .98
3. ’ 96" AN oo - - .95
4 .- - 93" -—— - R 7
5 .95 .95" .98 96% = . .98
6 - SRR 90 - - -
7 =" - . 1.00 ——— r-_ -e-
9 94, .96 .97 .94 .96 .97
10 .95% ———. 1.00 = | me= ——— S
SMSA _ - , A
Boston 1.00 ==, 1.00 < 1.00% e -,~'-*
Chicago 1.00 .88% . .es - ~1,00%  --- 100
Honolulu .98 .98 1,06 1.00 ° .96 1.00
+  Los Angeles .91 1.00 . .96 1.00 1.00¥  1.00
New York | .98 .99 . .98 .97. ®1.00 . 00
"San Francisco .96 - .96 .99 . .94 - .99 .98
¢ I ) *
[ ]
- h Y
[}
L2 N * A

ERIC ~ - b4
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Table 4-.G. Employment Rates of F?hpmos, by Regmn, SMSA Education _ |

" and Sex, 1970 ‘ ' |

- , - Male ' Female |
Area ~ «+ . Lessthan H.S. College Liess than H.S.  College
: ’ H.S. 12 - 12 - or more H.S. 12 12 or more
- . United States ° 96 . 95 96 . . - 92 94 97
‘Region e -~ - o T ‘ S
2 ' : ‘95 . a-e 100 . 1007 . “me 99
3 o --- - 95 - --- 98
5 o - - - 99 - -t 98 -
o . -7 9% 9695 T o9l T 95 96
- 97 - 91 A T
SMSA ' : : . ,
Chicago * : --- --.. . 98 B __}_ — 98,
Homolulu " . 98 9 . 97 94 98 - 98
Los Angeles 96* 94 - 95 D mae —— £ 99
New. York ‘ - ——- 100 - —— e - 97
: San Francisco o 97 94 .93 - '93 88 .99 -
. Seattle - 100 R ——— —_— e
Ry .
S . . AN
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. Table 4-H. Employment Rates £or Blacka, by RegiOn,

SMSA, Education
and Se'x, 1970 '

. - Male * Female '
Area ' Less than H.S. College ‘Less than H.S. College .
H.S. 12 12 - 1l or more H.S. 12 1 or more

United States .94 .95 . .96 3927 oz L9t

Region . - * .
1 4 -89 .92 .7 .- .96 .97 -

2 .94 .98 .95 .89 .94 1.00
3 .96 .97 '1.00 .92 .97 1. 00
4 .96 .95 .98 .91 .91 .98

"5 .93 .95 .94 .93 .90 .98
L6 .93 .96 1.00% .94 .93 .90

T 796 .91 - .96 . .91 ——

9 . .90 .90 .92 .8§ .85 .96
\J h

SMSA ‘ o .

"~ Chicago -t T 96 .95 .94 .92 .91 .96
Dallas. ) 1. 00 - -——— .83 ——— -
Detroit ‘.84 .84 96" .87 .86  ---
Los Angeles . 98* L+ 92 .93 . 94 .94 .92

- Miami .97 }—-* - ' 93 " - ot
Newark: .95 .92 -—- .89 .90 -
New York .97 .98 .97 .96 .94 .94
Philadelphia 97, .96 e .86 .93 -
San Francisco .70 -—— .94 - TR Ll
Wash., D.C. .91, .96 1.00% .92 92 .96

. :




Table 5-A.

"t

Ocgcupation of Mexicans, by Region, SMSA and Sex, 1970
- Sex and ; ‘ R T ,
area N All  Prof. Mgr. Sales Cler. Crafts Oper. Lab. Farm Ser.
“Made . . ° ’
United : o ‘ o ,
States 8501 100.,0 4.6 4,1 2.7 -5,2 22.3 28,0 13.5 10.5 9.1
"Region B S o : ; '
2 ° . 52 100,00 23.1 3.8 9,6 7.7 ‘19.2. 26,9 7.7 0.0 1.9
4 ~ 73 1060.0 9.6 1.4 2,7 " 5.5 20,5 150 8.2 28.7 8.2
5 662 100.0 4.5 2.1 1,5 5,3 19.3 41,5 15,6 2.1 8.0
6 3114 100.0 4.4 5.3 3,2 56 23.8 24,7 13.5 10.5 9.0
7 115 100.0 . 3.5 7.0n 3.5 6,1 23,5 22.6- 21.7 3.5 8.7
8- - 252-.100.0 5.6 2,4 2.4 5,2 20.2 24,6 15.9 *11.1 12.7
9 4070 100.0 4.1 3.6 2.5 . 4,9 21.9 29.3 13,2 11.2 9.3
10 los 100.0 5.6 37 0.9 2.8 1200 16,7 11,1 39.9 7.4
~ SMSA, C o . - :
Anaheim 196 100.0 5.1 4.1 3,1 5.1 24.5 25.0 19,9 3,1 10.2
Browns- - ' : ‘ , - :
ville 349 100.0 3,2 6.3 7.4 2.6 15.2- 19,4 12,6 21.2 .12.0
Chicago 365 100.0 4.1 2.2 3.0 6.8 20.3 -40.9 14.0 .3 8.5
Corpus o . : : ' o
Christi 185 100.0. 5.4 5.4 5.9 3,2 2.6 21.7, 19.5 ~ 6.0 °11.4
Dallag® 124 100.0 . 2.4 4,0 2.4 8.9 250 26.7 153 4,8 10.5
Denver 82 100.0 6.1 6.1 2.4 8.5 19.5 34,1 159 1.2 6.1
Detroit 59 100.0 6.8 3.4 531 13,6 15.3 37,9 11,9 --- 6.8
El Paso 284 100.0 6.3 4.6 4.9\ 7.4 29.2 22,2 13.7 2.5 9.2
Fresno 149 100.0 6.0 1.3 --- 2.7 10.1 22.2 4,7 46.3 6.7
Houston 299 100.0 3.0 50 3.3 6.7 251 3.7 12.7 1.3 11.0
‘Laredo 291 100.0 4.1 6.2 5.5 -4,5 17.9 13.7 ,13.7 25.1 9.0
Los o ) : ‘ ; o
Angelesl717 100.0 ~ 5.2. 3,1 2,4 5,6 24,9 36,2 11.5 1.2 9.9s
Oxnard 112 100.0 5.4 3.6 2,7 0.9 152 +26.2 13,4 25,9 7.1
‘Phoenix 171 100.0 , 3.5 .41 4.7 7.6 17.0 21.7 17.5 15.8 8.2
Sacra~ - ' : o :
mento .90 100.0 5.6 4,4 .-- 6.7 15.6 21,Y 25.6 10.0 11.1
San : o ’ ' : ‘
Antonio 483 100,0 4.3 4.1 5.6 6.6 32,3 23,8 11.2 1.4 10.6 @
San Ber- ' ’ : , ’
nardino 271 100.0 5.2 2.2 4,1 4,1 22,1 22.5. 13,7 14.7 11.4
San Diego 170 100.0 6.5 2.4 4,1 4,1 24,7 21,2 11.8 11.8 13.5
San Fran- » 1
cisco 252 100.0. 3.2 2.0 2.0 8.7 22,2 28.2 16.3 4.0 13.5
San Jose 203 100,0 6.4 4.4 1.0 7.4 27,1 26,1 14,3 8,0 10.3
Tucson 109 100.0 3.7 2.8 4,60 5,5 26,6 30.3 13.8 5.5 7.3
J




~ Table 5-A. Continued

. Female
United
. States’ 6286
. Region.
2 - 51
4. 53
5. 4l
6 2222
7 98
.8 158
9 3170
10 71
SMSA

'Anaheim 138

‘Browns-
ville 295
Chicago 204
.Corpus -

Christi 102
Dallas 94
Denver = 70
El Paso 258
Fresno 121
Houston 205

Laredo 186
Los -

Angelesl379
Oxnard 81
Phoenix 120
Sacra-

San

San Ber- ]
nandino 202
San Diego 154
San Fran-
cisco” 192
San Jose 162
Tucson 73

mento - 64

Antonio 377

100.0

100. 0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0 -

100.0

100.0

100.0
100. 0

100.0

100. 0

100.0
100.0

-100. 0

160.0
100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0

100. 0

1100. 0

100.0

100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0

NS
-
-
f
S §
8,
(8,
f
-3
-3
o

Ui JU1 NN W
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DN OO O .
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24.6

17.7

20.8

15.5 -

32.2
26.5
37.3
20.4

"15.5 -
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25.4.

. 44.1

19.2
28.6
29.1
18.2
30.7
29.6
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Table 5-B., Otcupation of Puerto Ricans, by Region, SMSA and Séx, 1970
Sex and _ L S . _
area N All Prof. Mgr. Sales ~ Cler. Crafts Oper. Lab. Farm Ser.

Male - 3 L . . o

- United , . S o :
"States 2702 100.0 3.9 4.6 3.9 . 9.5 16,2 34,9 8.1 1.5 17.5
_Region = S R . o L
1 - 119 100.0° ‘L7 5.0 3.4 7.6 185 39.5 ,13.4 1.6, 9.2°
2 1968 100.0 3.5 5.0 4.5 10,2 16,1 32.8 7.0 . 1.0 19.8 .
3 101-100.0 5,0 2.0 2,0 ~ 5,0 15,8 356 11.9° 5,0 17.8 -
4 76 °100.0 . 6.6 6.6 3.9 2.6 27.6 19.8 5.3 '.9:2 18.4
5 2864 100.0 2.1 0.7 1.8 8.1- 137 549 10.9 0.7 7.0 .

9 132 100.0 - 11,47 5.3 0.8 9.8 14,4 28.8 12,1 3.8 13.6

SMEA . ' \ , ‘

Chicagse 191 100.0 1.6 2.0 2.1 9.9 15,2 51.8 ‘4,7 --= 12,0 .
Jersey . ) - o "

City 75 100.0 1.3 1.3 1.3 4.0 9,3 46,7 22,7 =~~~ 13.3
Newark 60 100.0 10.0 1.7 B e 5.0 18,3 48.3 5.0 === B.3
New o - S
Ciork 1626 100,0 S 4.2 8., 13.0 - 16,7 31.0 6.6 219,60
Philodels S s j ' '

phia 84 100,06 6.5 4.8 1.2 2.5 1007 38.1 15,8 4.8 13.1

Female -
- United . : .

States 1882 100, 0 5.8 1.4 3.9 25,1 9.0 - 45,4 1.1 0.6 13,7
Region ' A , ' L

1 - 71 100.0 8.5 1.4 .60 1207 0.0 5%.5 2,8 1.4 14.1

2 - 344 100. 0 4.8 1.0 3.6 26,2 3.4 46.7 . 1,2 e 3 12,7

3 79 100.0 10.1 5.1 . 2.5 20.53 7.8 44,3 1,3 2.5 10,1

4 65 100,0 7.7 4.6 6.2 29.2 46 23,1 0.0 1.5 23,1

5/ 172 10020 8.1 1.2 5.2 16.5 2.3 58,27 1.2 0.0 10.5

§) 20 100,06 10.0 5.0 5.0 30,0 0.0 25,0 0.0 0.0 25.0°

9 111 100.0 5.4 1.8 1.8 33.3 0.0 51.5 0.0 1.8 24.73 .

SMSA . D . ‘ :
Chicago 11% 100.0 Sool 1.8 545 88 5.5 66.9 2.7 ww= 7.1
New : ’ . - v ‘

York 1087 100.0 4,1 1.2 01 28,7 2.7 46,7 L7 .1 11.8

. -
o »
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 Table.5-C. Occupatjopwof Cubans, by Region, SMSA and Sex, 1970

- Sexand . . - - .-
- ..are,a.,' N Al .~ Prof. . Mgr, Sales Cler. Crafts” Oper. Lab., Farm Ser.

'."QMa;le .
Umf:ed Sl
Stftes. 1323
Region == - .

-1 ‘ 28

2 397
3. i ” 39
4 . 613
5
6

Lo

71
6. 251
L9 129

woooooQ

' SMSA .

' Chlcag“o 54

" Jersey’ o
. City .. 101 -
Los: )

" Angeles 107

St Miami . 539
' "'Newa‘rk 39+

New. -
York 240

_ Female
United ‘
States *1193.
© . Region
S .23
342
40
571 1
.. 74 -100.
- 105 .

SMSA B
" Chicago 55 100.0
Jersey o S
. City 97 1‘00._.0, -
Los N o ‘
Angeles 88 100.0
anml : 515V,10& 0 .
39°°100.0°
295 1'00 o,




L T'a_bl'e.-.s-‘D. Occupation of Indians, by Region, and Sex, 1970°

Sex and

Lab.} Farm Ser, -

" area - N- All  Prof. Mgr. Sales Cler. Crafts Oper.

Male .
. United
States 2690
Region
' 45
T 126

246
- 638

L 279

OO 00 ~1 O Ut s W IV =

P

-Fenial?;_- w
United =
States. 2247

~ Region

Y & 4

285
", 526
16

Lk 233

. ..515

OO =0 U W

79
302
98

256

220

217

100.0 -

_100;6' .
-100.0 -
100.0 - ]

100. 0

= 21, 7

w
.
(2]

OO OOV WW N

OGN = WO WO R

100.0 " :
100.0
100.0°

100.0
100.0 -~ 8.
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 Table 5-E. Qccupation\of Japanese, by Region, SMSA and Sex, 1970

Sex and

area N All . Prof. Mgr. Sales Cler. Crafts Oper. Lab. Farm Ser.
. Male
United . ' L ' ' S
~ States 2820 100.0 22.7 10.9 5.1 9.0 21.4 9.8 9.7 4.9 6.6
Region N ' L o )
2, 123 100.0 35.0 18.7 9.8, 13.8 12.24,°3.3 3.3 .8 -3.3
.5 178 100.0 .36.0 10.7 3.9 10.7 18.5.\10.7 4.5 .6 4.5
. .8 - $66.100.0 18.2 3.0 6.1 9.1 19,7 12.2 - 9.1 16.6 6.1
9 . ..2164 100.0 ~19.5 10.9 5.0 9.1 24.1. 9.7 '10.9 4.2 6.5-
10 136 100.0 24.3 . 12.5 - 4.4 6.6 8.8 13.3 7.4 13.9 8.8
" Chicago - 131 1000 —20. 9.2 6.1 9.9 21.4 13.7 3.1 2.3 13.7
Los - _ o - : S
. Angeles’ 542 100. 0 25, 12.5 8.1 7.2°-13.7 8.3 16.4- 2.6 5.7 ‘
Honolulu 1121 100.0 .1 11.6 5,8 11.1. 31.7 10.7 .5.2 2.3 6.7
New York 97- 100 o 30.9 13.4 12.4 5.2 6.2 3.1 w-- 8.2 .
-San Fran~ o L . . :
. cisco . 173 1oo.o_ 29.5 11.6 4.0 9.2 12.7 9.2 12.7 ,4.1 6.9 |
San Jose 97 100.0 33.0 9.3 6.2 12.4 12.4 °14.5 7.2 5.2 " a--. |
Seattle 68 '100.0  27.9 16.2 - 5.9 8,8 17.6 10.3 5.9 == 7.4
Female -
Unlted . - . : o L
States 3039 1oo'b 16.6° 3.5 5.9 34,5 1.4 14.7 ' .8 1.9 20.8
.Region : S I o
2. 129 100.0  21.7 © 1.6 -6.2 41,1 .8 16.3 i--- .8 11.6
3 70 100.0  17.1 5.7 5.7 27.1 o aem. 17,1  -cc a2 2701
4 66 100.0 - 9.1 1.5 - 3.0 25.8 310y 28.8 3.0 3.0 22.8
5 185 100.0 23.8 - 3.2 3.2 .29.7 " 1.6 -18.4 i.1 1.1 17.9
8 78 100.0 15.4 1.3 - . 7.7 ~29.5 --- . 14.1 1.3 2.6 78.2
9 2226 100.0 -+16.3 © 3.5 6.2 36.3 1.3 13.0 . .7 2.0 20.7.
10 158 100.0 ."15.8 5.1 5.7 25.3 3.2 16,5 1.9 3.1 22.8
SMSA o
Chicago 121 100.0. 31.4 - 6.6 3.3 ,33.9 1.7. 16.5 .8 .8 5.0
Honolulu 1079 - 100.0 © 15.0 4.0 . 9.4 34.1 1 4 11.1 .5, 1.5 23.0
Los C B -
Angeles 467 100.0 16.7 - 2.8 4.3 40.9 J9 16,7
New York 59 100.0 33.9 3.4 5.1 39,0 1.7 3.4 eee  .o- 13,6
San Fran- o SR : .
cisco. 187 100.0 16.0 2.7 - 7.0 41.2 1.1 8.6 1.1 2.1 20.3"
San Jose , 81 100.0 17.3 ~ ---' 4,9 34.6 1.2 18.5 w-- 4.9 18.5
8.5, 32.4 2.8 9.9 1.4 = 4.2 12.7

Seattle 71 100.0 19.7 8.5

1.7 .4 15.6
\
\
1
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Table 5-F. Qgcdpation of Chinese, by Region, S.‘_MSA and Sex, 1970'

Sex and : Co A : ' L ﬂ .
area N All' Prof. Mgr. Sales Cler. Crafts Oper. Lab. Farm Ser.
. ‘Male L
United : . : -
States 2422 100.0 31.7° 10.8 4.0 - 8.4 8.4 10.6 2.6 .7 23.0
~ . Region Co A : o ‘
1% .. 95 100.0 42.1 8.4 2.1 - 2.1 4.2 9.5 3.2 -.- 28.4
2 .502 100.0 28.5 - 8.2 4.4. 7.4 5,0, T4.1. 1.2 .2 31.1
3 97 100.0 47.4 14.4 1,0 4.1 7.2) 3.1 2.1 --- "20.6
4 57 100.0 -~ 47.4 . 17,5 .- = 3,5 53 88 1.8 1.8 14.0
5 . 216 100.0 48.6 " 7.4. 2.3 3.2 4.2 8.8 2.8 --- 22.7
6 62.100.0 40.3 ~ 9.7 = 6.5 6,5 4,8 12.9 - _ --- 19.4
9 1244 '100.0 25.9 -12.4 4,8 11,2 11.6 10.6 3.4 1,1 19.1
10 72 100.0 26.4 11.1 1.4 ~9.7° 5.6 8.3 2.8 . --- 34,7
SMSA - ER ~ -
Boston 80 100.0 28.8  15.0 -<- 7.5 1.3 11.3 . 2.5 -2- 33.8
. Chicago 105 100.0 34.3 5.7 4.8 57 8.6 ~ 3.8 1.0  --- 36.2
Homolulu 268 100.0 22.8 14.2° 4.9 11.6°°20.9  7.5- 3.4 ' .4 14.6
Los T _ o . , : ' L oo
Angeles 239 100.0  38.1 10.9 5.4 8.8 ‘5.4 10.5. 3.3 -~ -17.6
New York 424 100.0 18.9 * 8.7 4.2 7.5 3.8 189 L2 .2 36.6
San Fran- v ‘v o U . - :
cisco 486 100.0 . 17.7 11.7 7.6 12.1 9.7 10.9 ° 2.7 .4 27.1
Female ', .
United , : , i , ’ .
States 1765 100.0 22.7 3.5 . 4.5 31.2 1.6 21.4 .7 .6 13,8
Region L ) E ' ‘ N L C.
1 53 100.0 283 1.9 1.9 30.2 -~ 34,0 ---  <-c 3,8
2 309 '100.0 19.4 5.5 2.6 25.9 1.3 36.6 .6 --- 8,0 -
3 92 100.0 33.7 3.3 2.2 '31.5 = 2,2 13.0 ~-- = <u- 14,1
5 150 100.0 44.7. 1.3 ° 4.7 -.19.3 V7173 1.3 ee- 10.7
9 1008 100.0 17.8 3.0 5.2 35.4 2.0 19.1 .8 1.1 15.7
SMSA : ‘ '
Boston 55 100.0 19.6 1,8 1.8 28,6 === - 33,9 ~a.  —a. 14,3
Chicago - 59 100.0 27.1 === === 25,4 1.7 33,9 " -a-  -o- 11,9
Honolulu 229 100.0- 22.3 4.8 4.4 40 '1.3 7.9 L7 .9 15.7
Los o S o . . . :
Angeles 160 100.0 . 25.0 ~ 3.8 6.3 26.9 --- 28,1 6 --s 9.4
_New York 268 100.0 13.8 2.6 2.2 . 28.7 :7° 44.8 - T
San ‘F‘ran_-, _ B oo o o & '
cisco 402 100.0 13.7 = 2.7 -5.2 38.8 . 1.0 24.9 .5 w2 12.9
B .




_Table 5-G. Occupation of Filipinos, by Region, SMSA and Sex, 1970

Sex and - R — T -
. areay, N =~ Al  Prof.: Mgr. Sales Cler. Crafts Oper. Lab. Farm Ser.

‘Male
- United , o T : : ]
‘States 1480 100.0 18.6 2.9 2.1 9.2 '14.1 - 16.2 6.9 10.5/19.1
Region o SR ..
2. - 88 100.0 44,3, 9.1 =~~~ .10.2 9.1 9.1 2.3 ,1l.1:14.8 "
'3 - 60 100.0 58.3 1.7 - -3.3 13,3 5.0 5.0 1.7 ~--- :IL.7
5 < .102 100.0 51.0 . 1.0 4.9 14,7 5.9 12,7 2.0 -i- 7.8
- 9 . 1088 100.0 9.7 2.7 2,1 . 8.4 16,3 17.9 8.2 13.6 21.3
- 10 66 100.0 18.2  4/5 .- 6.1 13.6 19,7 9,1 7.5 21,2
SMSA L. e . s :
Honolulu 464 100.0 ~ 4.1 2.8 1.5 4.1 26.5 22,2 712.1 14,9 11.9
Los- ‘ : ‘ '

Angeles 146 100.0 23.3 = 2,1 2.1 22,6 12.3 11.6 6.2 =-=.  19.9
San Fran- R \ L ‘ e _ . o
cisco 204 100.0 14.7 4.4 1.5 20.1 12,7 . 9.8 4.9 2.5 29.4

E Female . CE

United L : L |

- States 1306 100.0 29.5 ~ 1.1 ~ 5.1 26,7 .8 12.8 .9 2.9 20.4
Region 4 ' . :

2 . 126 100.0 55.6 = .8 .8 27.8 ~-- 4,0 8 ~w- 10.4
3 108 100.0 54.6 . --- .9 22.2 1.9 8.3 c9 - 1102
5 140 100.0 57.1 1.4 1.4 20,7 7 2.9 ~-- .7 15.0
9 . . 155 100.0  16.2 - 1.2 - 6.9 29.7 .8 16,5 2.6 '23.8

10 62 100.0 11.3 4.8 1.6 25.8 ---  25.8 1.6 1.8 22.6

_SMsA ‘

Chicago 119 100.0 68.1 2.5 1.7 21,0 =--- 3.4 1.7 --- 1.7
Honolulu 283 100.0. 8.1 1.1 6,7 22.6. w7 23.7 1.1 6.4 30.0
Los: : - L . o A :
Angeles 140 100.0. 29.3 2.9 7.1 30.7 ST mme eee D aed 1403

San Fran-~ L - . ) : C
- cisco - 198 100.0 18.:2 3.0 1.5 *46.0 2.0 --- R e 234270

)
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Table 5-H. Occupation of Blacks by Region' SMSA and Sex, 1970 S

Sex and ‘ _ . , : )
area No.  Pct. Prof. Mgr. Sales Cler. Crafts Oper. Lab. Farm Ser.
: L : o ~

Male : B o N
United - ' T » o : " '

States 3880 100.0 5.4 2.5 2.0 * 7.6 .16.0 30.5 17.0 4.9 14.3 _
Region B L : : o .

1 - 64.100.0 12,5 -~ --- 14,1 25,0 28.2 12.5 --- 7.8

: 2 ‘510 100.0 7.3 .2.7, 3.3 12.4 15,3 32,5 1.4 = .6 14.5
, 3 583 100,0 6.7 2.6 1.2-:10.5 .16.3- 26.5. 17.5] 3.1 15.6
4 1132 100.0 4.4 1.7 1.2 3.6 14,0 28.7 20.6: 11.6 14.1

5 734 100.0 5.3 2.7 ° 2.7 9.1 16.8 36.6 14,3 - .6 12.0

6 467 100.0 3.4 1.9 2.4 .3.9 16.3 31.9 21.6 4.7 13.9

7 104 100.0 3.8 3.8 1.9 9.6 9.6 28.8 15,4 4.8 22.1

9 261 100.0 6.1 5,7 1.5 8.4 21.8 25,3 14.2 - .1.1 15.7
SMSA - ‘ ,

Chicago 211 100.0 5.7 "~ 3.3 2.4 ° 8.5 16.6 34,6 13,3 .5 15,2
Detroit 157 100.0 6.4 3.2 1.3 4,5 19,1 45.8 6.4 --- 13,3
Los S ' o ‘

Angeles 136 100.0 8.8 4.4 3.7 7.4 19.9 24.3 14,0 --- 17.6
Newark 80 100,0 5.0 5.0 2.5 11.3 11.3 36.3 .13,8 1.3 13.8
~York  305-100.0 4.3 4.6 5.2 15,4 18.4 23,9 8.9 --- 19,3
Philadel- _— ' ' A e e
- phia - 164 100.0 3.0 2.4 3.0- 7.9 19,5 31.7 15,2 .6.16.5

" San Fran- ) o
cisco. "+ 62 100.0 3.2

1.6 - 11.3 22,6 19.3 17.7 1.6 12.9

‘D.C. 147 100.0 /7».5 ‘1.4 13,6 17.0 18.3 - 1i.6 - .7 23.8
. Female. , - o
United , ‘ . ] | E o N
Shates 4011 100.0- 9.3 2.1 .17.3 1.3 19.5 1.9 3.2 .44,2
Region > S o o 7 o
1 82 100.0 -11.0 . 2.4- 2.4 .35.4 1,20 19,5  «we ° <o 28.1
<2 504 100.0 .8.7 1.2 2.8 27.2 2.0 .22.0 ° 1.4 ..8 33,9
3 626 .100.0 11,3 1.9 1.6 20.1 . .8 18.8 1.4 1.1 42.8
4 1154 100.0 9.4 .5 .22 6.8 1.2 21.0 2.5 8.6 48.9
5 701 100.0 7.8 . 1.3 3,7 24.7 1.9 -20.8 1.9 .4 37.5
/ 6 508 100.0 9.8 ©~ .4 . 2.4 8.1 1.0 14,4 1.6 2.6 59.9
7 130 100.0 6.2 4.6 1.5 20.0 - 1.5  16.9 3.1 1.6 44.6
9 275 100.0 8.4 1:8 1.5 27.3 .7 19.3 1.8 .7 38.5
SMSA . | o L
Chicago 239 100.0 11.3 .8 6.3 30.5 2.5 25,1 2.1 .4 20.9
Dallas- 58 100.0 1.7 3.4 3.4 '12.1 - 24.1 1.7 - 1.7 51.7




' 9 N * ot »
Table 5-H. Coéti‘nued o 5.
- ) ’
3 L
‘Detroit 124 100.0 | 10.5 =--- 4.0  18.5 3.2 23.4 1.6 --- 38,7
"';[.JOS . . : - .

Angeles 143 100.0 11.2 1.4 2.8 24.5 2.1 23.8 . 7 7 32.9
Newark - 83 100.0 . 4.8 1.2 1.2 27.7 2‘.4 33,7 ' 1.2 1.2 26.6
New . . . ~ : -

York 352 100. 0 907 203 2.6 28: 1 1.1 17.3 .6 - - 3803
Philadel- | o

phia ‘168 100.0 16.1 1.2 2.4 26.8 .6 20.8 .6 .6 36.9
San Fran- : L ' : “' :

v cisco - 52 100.0 ,13.5 --- - 3.8 28.8 1.9 7.7 === - 44,2
Waﬂh., ) i . . .
D.C. 154 100.0 11.0 B 1.9 . 3.2 .37.0 1.9 5.1 .6 .6 38.3
/.
N
’ B
/J




Table 6-A. Mean Occupation

]

«

Scores; Mexicans, by Region, SMSA, ’ “
. Sex and Age, 1970 . . ‘ .
1 . . - o
. Male : Female v
Area - 20-34 35-49  50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64
United States 33 34 .30 21 19 16'
‘Region . : _ 4 Lo ~ .
2 44 39 . V) 23 A -— .
3 43 55 -, 41 30 35 ——— :
4 28 40 28 23 18 can ‘
5 32 35 + 31 25 25 13
6 34 35 30 20 18 15
7 39 36 32 20 20 | -
.. 8 32 33 29 23 16 18
9 . 32 33 30+ 21 19° 17
) 10 25 23 24 17 16 m-—
~ SMSA .
.‘Albuquerque 38 48 - 28 ST Lm—-
Anaheim ., .35 38 28 23 23 15
~ Brojwnsville 30" 32 " 26 .21 - 18 16
Chicago | 34 37 30 25 23 7 26
" Corpus Christi 34 35 30 20 . 17 12 .o
Dallas 31 35 34 22 219 13
. Denver 36 36 - 22 19 -

X Detroit 755 40 33 23 21 8 eem
"El Paso 36 37 37 20 17 - 14 :
Fresno 26 21 21 16 12 T '
Houston 35 36 30 24 ° 19 16
Laredo 29 33 27 22 20 28 .

Los Angeles . 34 35 33 e 7 22 19
New York 41 33 37 36 27 ——
Oxnard 30 32 27 20 12 - c—
‘Phoenix 31 33 29 19 16 22
Sacramento . 31 35 33 17 22 ¥ e
San Antonio - 38 37 34 23 20 20
San Bernardino 33 30 29 22 17 19
San Diego 32 .34 31 24 17 - 14
San Francisco 32 34 - 30 24 26 20
San Jose 35 37 35 23 19 12
Tucson 34 3;5 30 - 19 23 -

)




)\ ) C - | /J/‘ - /f . ’ . ) .
Table 6-B. Mean Occupation Scores, Puerto Ricané, by R_Qgion, SMSA, ';_
Sex and Age,. 1970 ~ : ‘

4

. ‘Male o Female ‘ .
Area’ ., 20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64
United States .32 .31 .28 .24 .22 .20 .
‘Region N o ) , ' o
1 .30 - .36 - W24 022, ==
2 ' .32 .31 - .28 .23 .20 W19
3 . 30 .26 .34 .21 .23 026"
4 .33 .34 297 .19 .36 .15
5 LT L3l .30 .28 .28 - .23 —a— s
"9 . 40 332 .34 .24 .22 .26 ‘
- . - - -"
. SMSA ~ - : -
Chicago . .31 .31 .25 .22 .23 ———
Jersey City .29 W26 .25 .21 15 eee \
Los Angeles .38 033 - .31 200 e |
Miami - .26 . .26 eme .28 .22 T ee
. Newark . . ., .32 .32 - .23 W1 -
New York .32, .31 .26 0 .23 1 .20 .18 |
Philadelphia .32 . .32 .36 .16 .24 aent
San Francisco , .38 A0 m-- .28 , - S —— |
h o
)
|
~
v, . ’
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‘Table 6-C.” Mean Occﬁpatiqh Scores, Cubans_, by Region‘, SMSA, Se:; and

4

o

Age, 197

~

. _ S Maleé . Female -
"~ Area 20-34  35-49 50-64  20-34 35-49 50- 64
United States .40 .38 .36 24 723 .18
Region - L - - o ‘
15 _ .38 - .44 ——- .27 .20 g S
2 2 .37 .34 .34 .25 .24 - ,18
.3 .53 .41 aea .25 s .28 SR
4 .40 .38 . 36, .23 .20 L1700
5 - .43 .39 .44 .26 .28 .26
6 IR .58 - - ——- -
9. ' .40 .35 .28 .24 .27 . «23°
« SMSA ~ S
Chicago .40~ .41 . 37 .26 .23 .20 °
Jersey City .32 .34 . .28 .26 .23 .14
Los Angeles .40 .38 .30 .22 .21 . -
Miami , .38 .38 .35 .23 .19 .19
Néwark ’ . 33 .34 .33 .23 .23 ---
New York * . 40 .34 .32 .25 .29 .17
. Phifadelphia “es ael “—- -—- ——— -—-




' ‘Table 6-D. Mean "Occupaﬁdn Scorés,l'Indians,b;r Region, Sex and Age, 1970 »
‘ _ | Male ‘ : ’ Female .' .
Area ' 20-34 35-49 50~64 20=34 35-49 50-64
United States .35 .35 .33 .23 .22 .23
Region o ' : B : B

_1 ) 042 044 . '28 028 - 026 o .
2. . .36 .40 .34 2300 .28 .22
3/ : .42 .38 .36 ¢ .26 .32 .25 .
4 , : w36 0 .32 .30 .22 - .19 T .26
5 A} . 036 ) 135 B 034 : 025 . 025 022
6,, ’ 036‘ a35 332 ‘ 021 . 122 ) 025
7 .36 .35 .32 22 .20 .20
8 u35 - 034 u-34 . ) 027 ’ 021 ) .20
9 034 . 034 034 ' 021 - 1.20 021

: 10 532 o 034 034 3 022 : 022 . 025

. . R . . "
\ 3
‘ a
Q :
» Q‘l‘\
)
¥ 0
| - | - o p .
| S :
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Ta.ble 6~ E.v Mean Occupatxon Scores, Japanese, by Regmns, SMSA, Age
and Sex, 1970

.

Male : : Female '

Area . _20-34.  35-49 50-64 ~ 20-34  35.49 50- 64

United States .49 .49 4] .35 .27 .25

- Region " . v o ' o . N ‘7' :

1 . S e mmma #3370 307 .
2 , .60 w55, .44 .34 .. .29 .38
'3 - 65" ——— .40“ .24 .-

4 e aee S g 2l ey
5, .57 .58 .48 .39, 28, .30

6 e -—- 28" 197 -

7 ——- ——— - ~e-, 247 -

8 . 34" a8” L .32 .27 -

9 AT .48 0 .39 . .35 .28 C .24,
10 .49 .49 .43 .36 .24 Y A
SMSA . ,

Boston --- wea .- . S -
Chicago’ ‘ .52 .44 .37 .46 $39 i34
Honolulu .46 47 . 42" .32 .30 . .22
Los Angeles .49 - W52 .35 .36 .24 TLo.29
New York .50 . .50, - 45 eme T e
San Francisco . 46 . 52 .41, .35 T.2T vize”
San Jose ' - .53 52, .42 41 24 e

Seattle .46% - .57 .44 52" 26 ae-

-
-

s
-
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Table 6-F. Mean Occupation Scores, Chinese, by Region, SMS5A, Age

and Sex, 1970

Area

20-34

Male -
35~-49

50-64

Female

35-49

-~

50-64

20-34

United States _ . .48 .46 .35 .36 .28 .24 .
. Region * R e .
1 .53 4 L40” .27 38" 307 a--

2 .45 .36 .27, .32 .26 .20
3 .58, . .52 . 48" .39 . 457 42"
4 .53’ . 60" - . 407 e -
5 ..58 .50, .35 L 47 .42 .35"

6 .53 .44 - S . Sy

7 .54, --- - .51 - -

8. .51 - - . - s

9" .45 .48 .37 .34 .26 .23
10 .38 . 46" .28 . 39" " ———

SMSA _ - S : -y

Boston - .48 .347 4 .29 .27 - -—--
Chicago .58 .32 .26 .35 25" _——
Ilonoluly - .48 .51 .49 . 36 .33 .33
Los Angeles . .60 . 44 .38 .40 <25 . 197
New York ‘ .38 . .28 .24y Y30 .19 .16
San Francisco - 41 .42 .29 .32, .25 .13
Sah Jose ' .49, .63" ——— .35 - -
Wash., D.C. .65 - S 4T . ———

Y -

*,5’.,».;




‘Table 6->G_. Mean Occupation Scores, Filipinos, by Region,| SMSA, Age and Sex, .
- 1970 . o ' '
. _ ' o ,  Male - Femalg - :
\  Ares 20-34  35-49  50-64 _ 20-34  35-49 _ 50-64
United States 44 - + . 46 24 36 . 30 28
Region ' ) B ’ o A V “' T N
2 . 61 ' 61‘}: ,  ' 31 48 43* ' ___‘Qf:,
3 - 66 68T oo 47 - 33 et
5 . 62 68 33" | 48 . 45 e
' 9 31, . 39 23, 28 27 24
.10 . 46 50° . .24, 27 197 o eee T
SMSA - | . A o - .
Chicago 64 64" e 46 43" -
Honolulu 34 - 36 L2424 22° 19
Los Angeles - 44 45 » 254 37 33 -
New York ' 58 . ea- o34 - 49 =ee L eeg
San Francisco - - 36, ., 44 - 29, 300 . 32 31
seattle - / .‘ 39 " ‘-'\. - . 26 - ) ) —.&b- ’ ' - o o
¢
o . ®
; /
.
- ¢ . o R
* : | . » «
: \ ‘-A-"Q.;" L ] .
” wH




"New York

l'."‘s 6"\_ ,M

"33

v N . .
A Table 6- If Mean Occupatlon Sco res of Blacks by Regmn, SMSA, Age
A . ;. ) and Sex, 1970 o T
, E R Male o : _ - Female o )
_Area 20-34 35-49 S . 50-64 20-34 ° 35~-°49,' .50-64
United States ; 33““* 233 )29 W23 07 L2000 TULE T
Reglon ‘ S o T s e v
S . 38" .39 - .29 2r¥ o L «
2 oo .35 .34- . .30 24 .23 L2l
| .3, S T.33., 0 .33 . ,.32 .26 .22 .15
> 4. S .30 0 .30 .26 .19 17 - 4.13
5 . .34 L34 .32, .24 . .20 .20
. 6 . .32 .33 - .28 .20°" .16 .15 -
7 | ©.30 . i34 . .28 7, .26 .20° J16%
Lol ’ .37 L .31 .30 .28 w21 .16 -
Pl .SMSA ‘ L 0 o } .
S Chmago S 35 <, 34 .33 .28, .26 023 W
- ‘Dallas A ._-'-_-' | - 17T _——— L16™
" Detrait *.81 . .36 .35 .25 W19 v L2l
 Los Angeles o .36 .35 ° 34" .28 .23, .18%;
) . Miami ' - ' _—— - fﬁ-"-: S eme S .13* -’->l-<f" -
* Newark . - ,,3& Joosa* 0317 -~ .28 .20 .15 .

S . v . ® 8 -
"~ Philadelphiy ';k.Z,"'l Lea300 L300 .25 .22 ¢ .19
~ San Francmco 40 L36% .30* .28 -—— -
o Wash., b.c. .35, .40 .32 .28 L2l .22
: - ] 2 L./A - _‘l‘ M X v‘
@ § A“ ) \_‘ ‘ / 2 - . . .
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Table 7-A. ‘Mean Occupatfgn Scores, Memcans by Regmn, SMSA, Sex a
' ' * and Educatxon, 1970 T N : ’
'~ R ~ + Male 4 4 Female o ‘ ,
Afea ' Less than' H.S.. .College Less than H.S. ‘College o
‘H.S. 12 = 12 ‘1 or more = H.S. 12 .12 1 or more
United States. .29 V37 .51 .16 - .23 37
- Region ° % : *' . '
2 30, ee- - .25, .24, -
3, L 32 - ——- .23 25" —-et
4 .23 - I R
. 5 . .31 .37 .45 .21 .26 .42
6, ) .30 .40 .54 S14. .24 .41
7 .33 .38% L sl “.18 0 .20 0 -e-
"8 .28 .31 .51% 4 24 ---
9 . .28 .36 .48 16 22, .33 .
10 & L2l - il .15 L15%, e
sMsp - RN
Albuguerque 287 _—- —emf mem 23T el
-Anaheirh . 30 -.37 3 .51 18 7 24 .35
‘Brownsville. 27, .35 57% L13 . .26 52
Chicago 7 S Y- .53% 23 27, .31F
° Corpus Christi .31 .40 .46 14 267 ---
. " Dallag- =" - - - .31 L3607 Lt 18 - 24 Ll
. Denver .33 V36T L e g .28 .-
Nt tg any - * UL : % 2
. Detroit .32 .36 - £20 - .27 “--
© . ElPaso . .33 . .43, 5% 1420 50%
‘Fresno - - .20 .28 _——— 0 3 S i 4 -
Houston .32 .36 .51 .18 .25 W37
. Laredo . . .25 .39} .53 .15 .25 .48"
"Lios Angeles .30, © .35 - .51 - .18 .24 36
‘New York-s 29 emm, o ees e
“Oxnard - %25 .37, -—- .13 22, de e
Phoenix - * | ,28 , -—— 15 .24 -
‘ Sacrav'nento .'3). , .35?55 --- 14 L2 ---
San An‘&bmo : ' 34 " 40 . .55 167 226 .46*
> San Berna.rdmo . : .26 . 34 .48 157 21 .36
* ~ San Diego 27 . . 36 .44 16 27 -
* ' San Francisco 29 L33 0 .44, .19 .23 .41
' San’José ' .36\ 54k 17 .26 -
Tucson .30 .35 _,\\,,45 W17 0 el22 L e
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. Ta%le?-B. lMean Occupatmn Scores, Puerto Ricans, by Regmn, ’
: : SMSA, Sex and Educatlon, 1970 L

I Male g " Female 7.

" Area ", Lessthan H.S. College - Less than. H,S. College
o ' s .. H.S. 12 12 . 1lor more H.S. 12 12 ~ .llor more

United Statés =~ .28. .35 s 25 .44

1+ C 0300 . .34 T Ay, 21 - R
2 S .28 . .35 5L - 7. .18, 825 42

3 St W26 34 . ) '.30 0 .43
4 v - .28 .40 -\ 157 ¥ 30 ——
5 N L29 .36 = .36 . .24 - .26 .50
9

. - - - . - .
3 —— D aaa . 2l aaa S

A -

T2 el us2 17 .24 . v .48

SMSAA T S . S
"Chicago .. .28 7 .36 C .47 '\ .21 .22 CoaRa
Jersey.City- -~ .24 .36 _—— TN 1T .19 ———
'Los Angeles * . .30, " .38 Yoo o 22 7 .34 o pe-
Miami 0 .17 T eee 0 e I . W25 -
Newark [ .+ = 432 " eee | aamy o 4190 0 aea a.——
~New York . «28 .35 , -.50 .18, = .24 = .32
Ph11ade1ph1a R .28 .34 - S L T e

- . "
_ 2 L]
) -~ [4 2
- I ' T _-‘ . s T
§ N . r e - v ‘
: Y .
- - o . - N
. . . / “ N U ) ..
.
: - 3 . -
. . -
« - J qQ
- 3 )
* ) . v L ¢ |
a . T a. o,
: i o
4
-
hd
~ T




vT'va.,ble.7-.C. Mean Occupatmn Scores, Cubans, by Reglon, SMSA Sex
: and Educatmn, 1970 :
_ . Male _ Female .
Area . ‘Less than H.S. ~ College Less than H.S. College
o H.S. 12 o 12, 1 or more “H.S. 12 12 1 or more
| United States 30, .36 .52 .16 .23 . 34
Regmn : ' . A . ~ ‘
1 ' v 027 --",. .53 - ) 021 - -
2 .28 .34 .54 17 22 0 .42
. 3 027 ‘ ._ :o 34 - . l62 .12 ¢24 v }37’
N4 7. ~ .37 .51 .15 .23, .28
5 AL .39 .58 - .2l 21 .44
6 . -‘.-.fu '-—.". .67 f. .. - ‘ P -_,'_ ;
9 . ¢28 ’ 040 ’ '040 7 ¢19 023 l33 ’
-SMSA | | . | )
Chlcago 3 30 ' . - / 052 - 22 L 026 L] 24
Jersey City 28. 1 L34 .50 .18 .27 -

" Los Angéles .30 .37 .4 Ma .19 .28
Miami .31 « 37 -+ 51 . 14 .20 .34
Newark .32 .37 o .22 - ——

 New York - .28 .34 .7 .56 16 .26 .43

(4 - . \. ¥
'y
[ .
‘ : : e
| ’ W . N
%
v . ‘ .
-" '\ .4 -
> \‘ .
r
* ™ ‘/ .,‘ . e / . - e :‘A"‘?l ““:‘». : . ,(::;‘ .
* ‘ ;.‘ o ) ‘ REE
) . 7/, B ;5,.4
. v ,\‘ .= S .




" Table 7-D.

Mean Occupation Scores, Indlans, by Reglons, Sex and

.32

- .18

Educauon,1970 ’
» * : Male R . Female .
"Area '  Less than ~ H.S. _.College  Lessthan H.S.  College
: > H.S. 12 ,_ 12 1l ormore H.S. 12 12-- 'l or more
. £ .
- United States .30 " .35 .50 17 .23 .38
Region : ' o , ' , S
1 ) . 30 S .56 .10 .25 - ———
2 .32 . 40 .46 .19 .26 50
3 - .30 .39 + 59 .19 .26 .57
4 .30 .36 .50 W16 .26 . 40
5 .30 .37 . 52 .20 .23 . 40
6 . 30 .36 .49 .16 .22 .41
LT 27 .34 .54 17 .25 .20
8 .30 .34 .50 .19 .26 .39:.
9 . 29: .347 - .48 17 .20 .34
10 - .31 .42, .24




Table 7~ E Mean Occupatxon Scores,

Ja anese, by Regwn, SMSA, Educatlon

SMSA S
Chicago - = " , 34
- Honolulu . .37
Los Angeles - .30
j ~ New York | o ---;*-
San Francisco .. .29

',San Jose ) -
Seattle B '

;33,va

.41

.37
¢ .43

. e39

. 38"
.37

.43'
ank

.53
.56
.57
.57
:56
.59-

'iA.16

.17
.12

.u*

.25

.32 .

526

.24

r24

"'026*

.22

.43

.53

.44

and- Sex, 1970 K
_ , . Male’ o Female . -
Area ' -+ Less than H.S. = College Lessthan H.S. College
‘ i ' H.S. 12 t 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more
. United States .33 .40 .58 .16 .25 42
. Region . . ’ ' , ' ' . *.
1 | S - - ——— o .24 a_—
-2 SRR .42 .65 18, .24 a4
3 . - ——- .76* .15 .23 P48 .
i4 . bndhadind - = - '66* v16* ! 7017 .38-
5 * | "
6> 7 --_- - .- 072 - 021* 029*
,8 i
9 .
0




Table 7-F. Mean Occupation Scores,. thlnese by Regmn, SMSA Education
and Sex, 1970 :

N

). .
. United States 21 T .34 61 .13 .28 | .46
» Region : e _ x k%
1 .18 .25 .70 T2 e .- .49
2 .15, 27 .65 L1l .28, .46
3 «ow : 24 wm= . .68 L1507 .31 .53
.4 0% meetema 0%
5. . .18 27 . .66 .20 .23 .56,
e < s
7 | T I .60
8 ) mmd s eew .63 cme L emm L aee
9 | W26, - .37 . .B7 13 W27 T .42,
+ 10 .18% _— © .52 e e .39*
| L Y . |
., SMsA S : R .
Boston 17 -—- .57 - A .40
B ‘Chicago S ¥ J—— " 63 .13% cem 4T
. _Honolulu "= .34 .46 . .60 .17 .28 . .51
Lios Angeles o224 .31 .65 - .10 . .24 .46
'New York : .Lb .25 -~ .56 .10 Le23 .41 .
San Francisco .20 © .35 . 52 J2 o~ 26 .37 '
San Jose -, R - CL60 o eme Tawn o n40™
Wash., D.C, —a- ——- .69 Y
14
&§
. “ 7
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'Table 7-G. Mean Occupatlon Scores, Fthpmos, by Region, SMSA, Educa.tmn
and Sex, 1970 .

. -Male Female
Area Less than 'H.S. College Less than H.S.  College
‘H.S. 12 12 lor more H.S. 12 12 1 or more -
United States 24 34 56 18 22 44 :
Region . ; ) C ' - -
2 | 27 _.- 70 23 (S-g 253
'3 . . 71 o 22 52
5 - S m—— 66 23 --- 53
.9 24, 33 46 17 21 36
- 10 22 - 62 - - 31
'SMSA T
-“Chicago ~-- .59 65 -—- --- 48
Honolulu 26* 370 41 16 22, 33
Los Angeles - 22, 30 49 20* c217 L4l
New York 33« —-i 60 - .- 54
San Francisco 24 28 ¢ 45. 22 23 37
Seattle 25% - - .- - -
:
¢ ' .
V ' -_’ - ')) .‘ |
\, .
'ﬂ s o
. ] B \, -
B : Q‘. s e P ‘
s s i
y | i _4




" .- Table 7-H. Mean Occupation Scores of Blacks, by Region, SMSA, Educatlon

i | ST Male . | Female
~., -Area ‘ Less than H.S. College Liess than H.S. College
S H.S. 12 12 - lormore H.S. 12 12 1 or more,
*  United States .28 .33 .49 12 .22 .46
Region” B - | .
. 1 o ’ 034* n36 ) - - - . » 17 . 028 Ll
2 .28 ' .34 .52 .15 .26 .43
3 029 034 ) 049 ' 013 023 048 .
4 26 .30 .51 . .10 .18 .56
5 .30 - .33 A7, 15 22 .41
6 .28 .33 +56. w11 .16 47
7 a 026 - 029 . - . . 15 0.21" : 046
*9 . 028 036 045 015 023 ' : . 038
" ‘ - %
SMSA o . P . ) v g , _
Dallas .28%* e .10 -—- .
Detroit =~ .. .30 .32 .s50* 13 - 27 .40
Miami . . 027 . """"* ‘ - e - '08 . ---* i o an an
Newark . - . 29 ‘o 32 o " o o ) 17 . . 24 -f--! )
NeW York v » 028 . 36 348 . 15 ! 024 . . 38 .
Philadelphia = .28 . 32;* o~ “16 .23 -
San Francisco . .32% .36 Al 18 e . 35%
. Wash., D.C. .29 . 36 .56 .14 27 .41
¢ . ' ' ' ! »
- b n
’ff‘}fr"
A >
., . - “
A \
O . \
, | 1
, . , £ |
. * ) - ) ‘ g () hd ’ ‘
o - . ke i .
ERIC ‘* :
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" . Table 8-A. Occupational Mobility of
| . Sex, 1965-70

/

Mexicans, gy' Reg'ion, SMSA'and L

_ Proportion Proportion of movers =
Area mobile , upwardly mobile
Male = Female Male Female
Unifed States .38 .38 .59 - .51
Region ) v o o
2 .32 .38% e c_—
3 .29 . 44* - c_— -
4 .42 46" L64* -
5 .42 .44 .60 . 66
6 . .38 .38 .59 AT
7 =) .34 .38 .61 500
-8 ) .53 .41 .5 .36
9 .38 . 37 *eb .52
10 .43 .28% .5 .
‘Albuquerque <31 .f-- _—— *-=¢é-* ,
Anaheim ' .38 .45 : .68 - .48
Brownsville. ", 40 .32 .55 .51
Chicago .43 .38 .61 - .48
Corpus Christi PR ) .31 .50 ——
Dallas o4p .46 ) .57 . 38°
Denver ] % .30% . .s5% Ll
Detroit 4 26" \ _' 68”r R
Kl Paso .35 .23 .85 32"
Fresno .33 . 44 b4 . 38%
‘Houston .44 .41 Y . 39* .
Laredo .37 .36 . 57 .43 v
l.os Angeles .38 .35 .56 - . .87T
New York .36 ——— ———- -
Oxnard .32 .32 .58% L.,
Phoenix .42 ' .53 .73 .54
Sacramento .39 .22 L62% .
~ San Antonio .38 .34 o .56 .51
San Berna¥dino .39 .30 ;87 .48
' San Diego .40 .28 .65 J31% 7
~ San Francisco .41 .38 .59 .40
San Jose .44 .45, So.69. 38"
“Tucson .38 . 44 .67 ——a
™ T -
v

Ky
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Table 8-B. Occupational Moblllty of Puerto R1cans, by Reglon, SMSA and
“ ‘ Sex, 1965-70 =
Proportion “Proportion of movers |
Area . mobile ' upwardly mobile
Male. Female * «Male Female
United States .40 .35 L / Y .49
Region & - :
1 .63 .48 L .62 .-
o2 .39 .32. .54, .48,
3 .37 .40, .647 .39
4 - .39, .43 .91 -
5 .42 .44 .60, .46
9 - o . 44 .48 . 60 .55"

Y sMsA: : . o
Chicago . .51 . 40* . 52 24
'Jersey City .32 _.35* .43 -—- '
Los Angeles:’ .38 .19 . -~ -
Miami % ° “.41* .35% ——- -
Newark .32 _——— - Cme-—

New York . .38 i 30% . 54*' .46 . }
Philadelphia 4T . 317 }7\ S
San Francisco C . 56" - RO To
"
.
S P .
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) ~ . . .. . . ‘ , i ‘ ‘
"Table 8-C. Occupational Mobility of Cubans, by ﬁegion, SMSA and Sex,
R 1965-70 S : B
, Proﬁortion : Prop‘ortionA of mé‘vers A
Area mobile upwardly mobile
) ‘ ‘Male. Female . Male Female: -
United States 52 .39, .52 .48
. Region ' ' :
1 .“o 55 L e e —--. --:- .
2 .47 .38 , 4B 54 t
3 262t Ly, T e
4 .54 .37 ML 86 .41
5 o 1663," R 148* L "A;ﬂ‘ 143 R ) - - ’ )
6 .60 .- ,/.: R ~——
9 060 .40 o 7 -49 067 . ‘ .
 SMsA o e . |
’ c}licago L ’ . 63 ) . 47 _ . 046 ' ——-*
Jersey City .56 A_“,.47 W51 '52*
Los Angeles Te59 sl .54, . 45
Miami ) L] 50;)' . . 35 ‘-"5'6 .o ) 59
Newark - . .33 ’:,f"'.y,m - e eez .
New York 43 w35 .52 .43
,_ "k
Y ’
o d
k3 0:‘
» , )
' ) /\'
4,
. e 94
) A f




- Table 8-D. OQccupational Mobility of Indians by Region and Sex, 1’965-7O

Proportion -

) - Proportion of movers -
¢ Area mobile . -upwardly mobile
* Male . Female “Malé  Female
United States .44 .43 .59 .49
Region ; . >
1 031* o "'""'* . - -
2 25, .35 - -
v ,33 .25% - —-
4 .28 .51 .52% a2
- 44 .47 61 <.58
’ ' v ) 7 059 - .,‘ 055* - - -
8. .49 . 49 .68 . 58%
. 9 046 043 . . 50 . 39
] . 10 u54 ‘e 39 a n58 . . - )
/ .
L[4 . ‘
14
. N k .
. [ 4
. . S ‘
. N ’ '}’1:
e ! g --*!




‘I‘able 8-E. Occupatmnal Mobility of Japanese, by Reg:.ons, S'MSA and
: Sex, 1965-70 T

Proportién

] Proportion of movers
Area ' - . mobile . upwardly mobile
' " Male Female Male - Female:
United States - - ,30 .33 .58 .47
. Region Co A "
2 . : 4-42“.‘ T 39* -63 o - [
3 fadadind ] 31 * - - .-
-5 .29 .20, L 75% -=-
8 . 35% .39 —— ———
*9 v .29 .32 .'55* .46
10 .31 243 .73 . 53%
SMSA | -
Chicago Se 35 . 33~ . L) -
Honolulu .25 .37 . 62> .49 ’
Los Angeles .32 .28 .43 .40
New York 3190 e -e- ——
San Francisco .29 C 30"k : .63 -
San Jose .50, .35, - +50 -n-
Seattle .31 « 35 - —-——
] s -
D‘. ()
- < .
e . m
s ¢
7
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Table 8 F. Occup$t1ona1 Mob111ty of-Chmese, by Reglohs, SMSA and o A B =
' Sex, 1965 70 “ N

a

~/? . : . E v S .
. T R “Propoztion ' Pr0port1°n ot oy, 1'3 o
Area’ ., . ™ . mebile ar-dly&no ’)
. T . Male Female Male . Fe a.le
. U:tnted,‘?ta.tes : .31 7 7
Regmn ‘ kT
Y 41 ‘
2 .‘28:I<
3 e L23%
- - .34
3 _t .31%*
-9 ! .33
10 .44
. .—_.-. :‘ - & Lo
SMSA’
Boston. ( 18 .
Chicago o _..29 '
Honolulu- =~ ."38
- Los Angéles .30
New Work W~ .24
.San Francisco g '
San Jese : )
N
Sy
. nooY
e '
N ' /
o . :
Q .'~ . ‘t.“k . ‘1' g / - . ?




' '  Table 8-G.

,(‘)

N 3

Occupat10na1 Mob11-1ty of Fxhpmos y by Reglon, SMSA -
and Sex, 1970 Y .

w

¢ T

i . Propo'r,ti‘on , , Proportion pf movers ‘
Area . * , Jdhobile’ ., . upwardly mobile |

R ~_* Male Female Male ‘Female

United States , .34,  ..38 - .52, 32
Region : R *‘ . . ’ .
2 A .42*' 48 . - T —— s

R T o A2 .30 L. “=% .

5,. ] ” 50 047 v58'} -

) '~9 S “ ; 5\33'*-4 . 33 : . 5'2 30 '
10 . “39 ¢ ‘- e - .

. - | . | . -t~ Ee | < *s : .

. SMSA g ok . ) .
Chicago .18 .+ 68 ——— -
Ho:nOlulu "‘ 26 T 342« . 64 ! . 32 .

Los Angeles ' . 55 .49 .41 ,',27* .

‘ New York 21 (it e --z P
?San ‘Francisco ,48 e .39 . .43 .35 o
. ar . * . ‘ * ! . - ) ,7 »

¥ k\‘ .4. i N “; . ‘ '
; * (3
‘ oo © _a
) g - a\
. \ . ’ v /
"; ) . L
' l‘ ‘ ! ’ - -
/ o
e
- 2 . , 'i .
\ , N . ~
: S ' : .
- N ‘
. ‘
| e -
: 93
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' .“able 8-H. Occupatmnal Mob111ty of Blacks, by Reguon, SMSA and Sex, - g '
' ' 1965 70 : - . fo. o . o

~ T . . Bl

o Proportion =~ Proporuon of movers ,’ T v
Area . . mobile . - S ‘upwardly mob;ule o . '
~ S Male - Femal% .. . Male- - Female S,

United States .36 .33 . J* .59 T .58 =

. Region .’ - - SR A S ‘ R é/
‘ gion o _ b - ’ / S . ‘ 5

.37 . .47

2 .34 L2 ol % ez ea
3 .37 30, oy . .56 LWBTOT T
. 4 .36 337 ] o 54 N1 S
5 238 .38 U0 7,63 .89 ‘ - .
6 .38 . 0 030 - . ocaToN B8 B8,
7 .33 .40 » .Y 54 68" -
” 9 - _ _ £36 - L0320 LT L6600 T .56_'
_ Chicago | 42 W36, .61 43 0 . T
[ " Dallas .50% 5 o LT ]
Detroit S .34 Y W77 ,‘-.54"' )
Los Angeles - w36, . . o L6l W57
Miami . S * .38 25" e ama ¢ me- ,
T L Newark ¢ . .42 o/ . 1 .s4 65* - )

New York - .28 o 30l .-,60 . .58 g _

* Philadelphia = .29 B Y1) .70 7 ;
San Francisco .~ .30 .. . ? C L eme T aes ' '
Wash.,D c. - .34 40 B -3 <37




-~ Proportlon W1th earnings B»%more than $3, ‘.')00
Area . i ' Male” Fémale v
' 20%34  35-49  .50- 64- )zo 34 35-49.  50-64
' United States .70 .79 .68 .37 .41 " 32
‘Region L o [
2 | 1.00*  1.00° 1 .oe + L69* .
4 o .63 61* R s
5. " .75 .88 .82 - % ”g .60-  50*
6 . .62 69 B4 .32, . .18
T , L 77 .93 . 82 L. 30 .52 -
8 .63 - ¢83 .80 .33 .38 --
9 L76 .84, - 18 .42 45 .42
10 NG . 62 .60 .76 21% . oLl -—-
- I
SMSA ' '
Albuquerque == -——— --- - ---”/ ---

. Anaheim : .83 .90 .79 .27 .44 e
Brownsville . 52 .52 . 30 .17 .12 +18
Chicago ’ .80 ?491 .93* . 54 . 67 -

' Corpus Christi .62 .74, - SS UL
Dallas *. 76 ‘85* .61 44 t - -—--
Denver . '7,'6* .83 -——- . 39 - ( -
Detroit .92 . .88% -— ——— - fm--
El Paso .81 .78 .65 - - '433' .32 .30
Fresno . 55" .66 .50% . L 42* - ---

* Houston . w75 .83 ;.,81 .,138 .39 -
Laredo. .37 .51 .32 : ¢28 .30 - .35
Los Angeles .79 .84, .80 L AT .48 .57
New York .e1* .88 - - - -

- Oxnard . 80 .72 65 .44 t - -

. Phoenix .69 .78, .59* .31 T 32 -
. "\Sacramento , W77 .80 - -—- - -
San Antonio .72 .79 .75 .43 .43 .22
San Bernardino ° 179 .82 .76 .39 .38, -
San Diego .68 .80, 9% L34 .46 . 38"
San Francised .75 .93 .80, .51 .64, 74"
San Jose . 82 . 87 . 89* .54, ‘50" ---
Tucspn .79 .88 - .75 .30, - S
- . . \‘!‘ " ‘ i , )
5
\/ ) a
f\,/‘ R b

._Table 9-A. Earmngs in 1969 of Mexlcans, by Reglon, SMSA Age and Sex T
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Table 9 B. Earmngs 1n 1969 of Puerto Ricans, by Regmn, SMSA, Age and Sex

Proportmn ‘with earnings of more than $3, 500

" Area R Male - . : : Femalé v
' S - 20-34 3519 50 64 20-34 35-49 50-64
*°  Unjted States .76 " .85\ .74 .54 62 . .50
‘Region, . o : ‘ ; : : _ . L
1 . .69 .85% .o 29 -l .
2 . 576 085*" 073 059 065* 051 . -
- 3“ ) f, . 068 079* ".""" . .50* 065* ) -
— 4 N . ) 061-‘ .82 B "-""'* . 030 i 042* 4 -,-“
R D 5 .81 - 0‘90 y ""083_ b: i 042 . . 67*' ) -
9 .74 .89 —e . 58 .44 eme
* : o . . . . \:l / _‘ N . » . LY ‘ .
. SMSA , - e , . -
™ ' : CHicagO : 078 ’ 086 . 89 L 39 . . 67 v == .
‘ Jer Sey’ City ) 081 ’ ‘. 76: . A -"""" 54 . -'-- / o - ) .
, LO‘S Mgeles """" ‘0 94 * . - - ‘ oy W= .‘ --; i . - -
Newark \ . 94 _ .70* - B ———
NeW York . 79 . 83 * . : 84 < . 56 . ® 55 ) . 56
‘Philadelphia .63 . .76% ——— e e e
r -
é ‘ ] . . . : { ] ‘
”~ ) / *
!
ﬂ’ ” '
. | y
L . J
t i L,
A
t
- /
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Table 9-C. Earnings in 1969 of Cubans, by Region, SMSA, Age and Sex'
N ) Proportion with earnin‘gs of moyre than $3, 500
Area ' Male . - - Female
i’ 20-34 35-49 50-64 . 20-34 35-49 _50-64
. ’ . ) ) . ‘ . . " e® ' )
United States .82 78 . 71 .+ 49 .54 .45
Region . . - ' : : .
\2 . T : 086 080 070 054 065 5
T3 Ca- ,68_* - - —_—— i-

4 .80 T3 .68, . .45 .43 =

5. 1.o0* [ .83* .71 - 74* el

9 .74 .85 ~ . 83" 50" . .58 -2-

- ¥ ' -’ ¢ »

SMSA N . T . .
Chicago 795 L7t ——— - . 60 ——-
TJersgy City 82 c 91 .90 57y, .55 -
Las Angeles .79 ST9 N[ 76 .44 . .43 -
Miami .74 . 69* .59 " .39 .39 .35 .
Newark - .81 e e e - _—

g ' \ =
b ! ' .4”7;"' -
- . , ‘e
~ N ) a ‘ :
¢ ’ ’
‘ : / . : ~
- . )
4
7/ 1 !’J
| .
rd
/ ~
‘ 4 )
10
oo A
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Table 9-D.. Earnings in 1969 of Indiahs, by Region, Age and Sex ,
: A Proportion with earnings of more than $3,500
Area . - Male . . : Female e,
- . ¢+ 20-34  35-39 50-64 20-34 35-49  ° 50-64
United States |\ 62 . .70 . .60 .36 42 .37
-~ Regio . - : C e . N .
1 - B
2 ' .58 .78, .84 .55 L
3 . n .81 Lom— .44 .56 —e
, . 4 .53 . .57 . .34 " .19 .33 .20,
] 5 . 69 . -‘ . 81 . . 78 ' ‘f*o 40 . 049 . . 42 @
o 6 v .58 .67 -.55, .33 .39, .35
7 . . . 076 4 062 : -055* 025* a - . -.'—*
8" .56 .57 ' .55 .35 .36, »33°
) o '\ . 65 .72 w75, .44 .45 .36 YT .
10 - .67 .82 . 54 .34 ,48 . 54%*
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\» ' Table 9-E. Earnmgs in 1969 of Japanese, by Regmn, SMSA, Age and Sex
3 Proportmn with earnmgs of more than@‘p3 500
. {»‘_&rea : : ) ‘ Male . .. ~Female ,
' 20-34 - .A5-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 - 50-64
United States .70 .83 .73 | .57 58 .60
Region - _ , o ) ' : * ) P ’
2 .86 .96 ea- .48 - BT, T2
' 3 . N L - - - ' " 48 - -a:
: o T
B 765" .90 * .87 . 52" .63, 79"
6 " o ' —— -7---* ‘ —e- ---;k ¢/ .61 e s
ko8 .-- LT3 aem . 45 Y
’ 9 .72 . .83 T2 .6()"c . .60 N .60)'5 !

- 10 '-56: - “07!. . n062 v .48 . l58: . 052‘
SMsA . | - L
Chicago ) 52 - .78 .88 .59" .67 67"
Honolulu - L 216 - .93 .88 +62 .68 .56

. Los Angeles, LT JT4, 0 .59 67 W62 LT
_ New .Yprk : o w84 . 93 - L 70% - - :
~San Francisco .68, o . ‘? v <57, .63, . 50" :
~San Jose _ ’ 86 L. 84 . b . 50 <59, -—-
Seattle . .53 .96 78" 80" 40" - a
. . . : . s /
/| T - :
- ‘ .
LN » A L] N
- ) ‘ . V \~
- . J
g - - - :
‘ L - &
Fd [ *
a ] > " .
o | P : .1.() l
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Table 9-F. Earnirgs in 1969 of Chinese, by Region, SMSA,.Age and Sex
. “ ) . . N ) . .

Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500
Area - ' - . Male A _ . Female )
. , 20-34 ‘- 35-49 50-64 - 20-34 35-49 50-64

United States . ' .63 .76 .66 .50 .53 .45
~ Region . ‘ - | . « c »
1 .52 .70, aa- .39 -—- -—-
L2 .68 T4 62 .48, .57 - .40
.3 64 .86,  .11* .58 48% . -
4 o \ La2* . 84 PSS -—- —,—y e
5 | .61 .81+ . .69 .52 .46 e
6 ’ .61 67 ean ae- am. o mae
7 .39 - msa OO T ———
9 Y- : A & P 3 .52 .48 .
10 .51% .64* 53% L come e
SMSA , : . Cx
Boston . .62 . 58% 25. .42, e ——-
Chicago | .. 64 .85 .55 . .71 . .44 -—--
Honolulu L - W T2 .94 .75 .87 .76 .67
. Los Angeles .67 - .74 .64 - .38 .52 ., 28%
. New York - : .65 .64 .65 .55 ; .58 .46
, San Francisco .62 & T4 .68 .52 ' .53 .30

San JOSC ) o, HM-—— .88* .- .57 - - . , - - ‘ - - -
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Table 9-G. Earnings in 1969 dfk&_‘ilipinos, by Region, SMSA, Age and Sex

”

. '  Male . , Female
Area 20-34  35-49  50-64  20-34  35-49  B0-64
United States 7 83 79 55 57 56

Region L % .. S
2 69 74 ——- 64 - 67* .-
3 81 : .- - halladey '61 L L)
¥ :
5 85 79 81 66 67" ---
9 70 85 80 47 +. 58 59 -
10 75" - 67" 35* . .
SMSA o |
Chicago 72 76 - - 63 C— _———
Honolulu 84 87 87* 44 .48 38
Los Angeles 70 87 83" 62 63 -
New York . 83 - - 86 ——— -
San Francisco 75 78 75, 54 67 -——
" Seattle - - 84 - - -
_ 4 \
! .. s 'Y
‘ r3
l .n» ‘. h B
.‘ - e . -7‘.
<& ' 1. ""a
f\ . »
ll . ¢ .
- > e -
.
_ . i
‘A

Pad




' Table 9-H. Earnmgs in 1969 of Blacks, by Reglon, SMSA, Age and Sex

-\3

.

- Area

By

Prgoportion with earnmgs of m ore than $3, 500

PR

.77

. Male . ., Female Co
20-34 . 35-49 50-64 . 20-34 35-49 50-64
N o .
United States .70 .74 .69 .43 L4377 v .35
- Region ' ' : . S ‘ o

1 .87 .94* - 44 .82* .38%

2 .85 .82 .84 . 66 .65 .59

3 .75 LT7 .74 .53 .48 . 38

4 .57 .59 .50 .27 .24 .18

5 77 .83 .87 .47 - .57 .52

6 2 .66, .70 .54 ¢ .24 .26 »20
7 . 68% .79 .73% .59 47 29"

9 .77 .80 .90 .54 « .50 .50
SMSA - = o v T %
Chicago . .83 .88 " .97 .68 . 66 .48,

Dallas . 74" - --- . .36% R
Detroit .80 .92 .87 , .63 .61 .39%

Los Angeles .79 .67 .81% 50 . 68, ---

Miami .- m—— N aEe ——— .zs* J—

Newark - .77 L91* Nw— .78 .52 -
New York .77 .86, .94 .73 . 67 ;. 58,

Philadelphia .67, .87 .85 .51, .47 ° .47

San Francisco 67 ——— ——— .59 ——— -

‘Wash., D.C. .74 .76 .61 .44
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Table 10-A. Earnings in 1969 of Mexxcans, by Region, SMSA, Educatmn *
" and Sex . 4 -
, _ Proportmn with earmngs of more than $3 500
Area o - Male ° “ +* 7Female . .
’ Less than H.S. College Less than H.§. - .College .,
) H.S. 12 42 l'or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more’
‘- Umted States .70 .80 .80 28 .48 .63
Region- . - e
2 J s - 1. oo R _. T4 daa .
3 1. 00" -e - - .- o o
4 . 54 -—- “-- R v mmel T mel )
5 . 80 . 88 .78 . ,.51 .55 .83 :
6 .59 .74, .78 L1740 .68 :
7 86 . .88"  aem, L T ——— .
8 .78 . .65 C .68 .28 W43 aae :
9 .78 . .84 .81 . .36, .51 - .58
10 . 60 - - 0 -t -
SMSA | e ! - _ . |
Albuquerque |, VAT i men Ul 7 e ey e
" Anaheim .80 .91 93 .29 .29 _——
- Brownsville . .42 69 '.63$ .05 .31, .42
Chicago : . 86 .89 L7177 .56 .63 ‘-
Corpus Christi .63 . .70 L e W12 . am- C -
Dallas N £ T4t eee 29 e —_—
" Denver ' .76 91 - C . .41% . -
Detroit , : 92 ‘ 88 = - R X ———
El Paso | .70 - 91, 88" .25 - .33 . e
Fresno = .55 .64 - ", 29% - -
Houston * L8 1T 32 .30 .42 -
* Laredo .33 .54~ .72" .18 .32 637
Los Angeles .78, .84° .90 .41 .57 . . 62
New York 4  *+83 - - - - T .
Oxnard .71 .83, - .‘33* ' - )
. Phoenix .. .68 .83 - 032 e ———
Sacramento 77\ . 88% - - e ——
* . San Antonio - .13 .78 88 LR 47, . .83
" San Bernatdino .78 -.91 LeTE - .2 .86~ .50 % ¢
‘ San Diego * < .70 77 .79 .4 ‘.38 Y e
. ‘San Francisco 7 - .83 .82 .83 ° .58 .59 CLeblE
| San Jose .81 .92, .86 41, .56 T e v
-~ Tucson L76 L 86" . 94" .24 . 50" ;-,Q"\;
| L4 . . ’ o
o o - . . ' J U )
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E .Table 10 B Earmngs in 1*969 of Puerto Rmans, by Reglon, SMSA Educatmn .

,,A.. '

.« s

and Sex L ;o ‘o o e e
' . e . . . . . S H
' Proportmn with. earmngs of more: than $3 500 =
: . o Male. . . _ o + Female - _ :
Area T Less than H.S.  College’ | Less than - H.S. v ~ College - _
o R " H.S.12 . 12 -1 or more " H.S. 12 12+. 1l or more ~
' United States - "_.7:6" .84 . . .84 50 - . ..59 .78
Region T A NS
R SR f‘ .69 EI .78 S \‘A',_:__‘\ .“ .38 g “ -f--f'
L2 T .76 8577y - 1.89. 4 .55 .62 .89
3 % -,.‘——/. ——.- A.,43 69" _——-
4 y W56 eee oo .10% L65E e e
© 5o e .85 .86 amn 46 .4‘3*' * -
FUAREE 186 « . .78 S71F .38”\ .60 —
SMSA . .o o L . :
Chicago ; ) ) c’.80 : \ éé‘,: 6‘86' ‘ - .- - 50 * 58 -
Jersey City,. & . .75 ™ caas ——— _,.40 _—— -—-
Los Angeles : ' .90 ‘ . _——— m—— Cma v e ——
Newark . .85 -———— - - - - /
New York .80 .86 i .80 .50 .62 .66 - .
. Philadelphia .71 - -—— -—- _—— _—— c
) . . o } " N R -~ . P—
. j"_J .‘ '
. R .
’ B - - : ‘.
- ¢ ‘ . '
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. 'Tfa.ble 10 C. Earmngs in 1969 of Cubans, by Regmn, SMSA Educatlon . '
and Sex , .
- o . } k ’ . ) : - ) ,‘
T - I ' iLD1'01301'1?101'1 with earmngs of Rore than $3, 500 o
cr T Male \ _-Female. . ”
7 ] v Area - 7. Lessthan H.S. College"’" ‘Less than H.S. College
L . ¢ H.8.12 12" 1ormore H:.S. 12 12 1 or more
Un1ted States .71, .8 . .85 . .40 ' ;58 NS S
S22 o T4 0847 ,88, s .53 : W60, .. .77 .
~ (~ . 3 " o - —om o o - ’ ] 88‘ - - "h"'"'; ——— -
4 e T 66, .81 Lo 82 ‘27# . ..58 0 .53
. 5 - 80" - 82 LT aea .82 .
) R _;;;,,___ D Y A e lemm o mee M
.9 S 2N, 7SR - . 62* 50" 520
e o : L ~ ® o
, Chicago' B S KR £ S S

Jersey Gity . .88  1.00} Se- 39 .62 aen -
Los Angeles . .65 *  .84" .89 36" et .l
' Miami ) | ) . 60* ... 74 ) .» . 7-6 . N_ v . 29 ’ ) .o 38 “_'."’- . 56
o Newark g L LT67 Ere -——— R S —— e
©  New York N .74 .86 .96 . .52. .76 SR 7S
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\Less ‘than
: »H Sa 12

Male .
I:I S.
12,°

College

Leas fhan

?oportlon with earmngs of more than. $3 500 °

Female
‘H.S. College

United States

vRegiori

O O N O W,

. ’_l'

> T
oK

1 or more

£60

e T4y

- : ’.». ‘y ¢81

H.S. 12

12- 1 ox mor,e

.

41

4

- ps we B
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Table 10-E. Earmngs in 1969 of Japanese, by Reglon, SMSA Educa;tlon -
eind Sex\ _J -~ : R
- o Proportlon with earnmgs of more than $3, 500"
: C Male , : Female ,
Area Less than- H.S. College "Less than H.S. ‘College
3} H.S. 12 12 ltor rnore H.S. 12 - 12 1 or more
United States .17 17 .76 . .44 L62° - L627
Region _ ‘ o o " o N
2 . e .78 ‘.90* . 41* .57 .65
3 - - .92 .38 - ————
5 .68 . 8)8* e 82* 67 v 63* . 62*
8- ——— .71 .56 - 42" .56
9. .18 L7815 .47 .64 .63
10 s e .65, . .63,  -a- 60, .50
N = R U PR
. SMSA o
Boston . ——— .94 ——— e ey
Chicago L LT .73 .72 “—- .48 L13°
Honolulu © 788 .89 .79 .50 . 69 .66
.Los Angeles .51 . L . 66*« .78 .52 - . 66 .69
New York Caee .82 .91 —— - .81%
" San Francisco .75 .70 .78 .53 455 . 62
 San Jose R .76* .88 —- 4Tk .59%
Seattle . --- . .82% 176 ~2- - .54* . 69%
.
1 R
C11d :

-
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Table 10- F Earmngs in 1969 of

Se}c ..

L L ) , . . o .
inese, .by Region; SMSA, Education and

_ ) Prppor }on with earnings of more than $3, 500 .
- ~ ie . Female .. . .

»

..Area A /i , ess than S "College Less than I;I.S. Colfége

RS -S. 12 ] 12 1 or more H.S. 12" 12 . 1 or more
R ; ’ A . _ o R

‘ i /.720 T 0‘ 73 .‘ . 3‘1“ . 61 h . 5‘8 4

- . . 'y

United States

Region : e e .

, By .69 - 7

‘» .60 ' : .‘083 ) : 135 n67 1 ;n61 ) L4
- 80 ~ --2 -—- . .66

1
2
3
4 - . 78" e vmme e mem 7
5. 557 173 . +.,43! J=-= T .58
6 "‘/’V v Lol & o B .65* | . _—— o —
9 Ll 3 . .78 h':73, 030 - .62 .57,
10 joTn 5. mme T W89 men L, Cenn -—-
. . 4 o {'
SMsSA 3 S e R
Boston ' ——— .61 Lo - mma

87% 0 lea La0* T .- Lal®

87 0 LT7 .61 . .73 .61
w62 .75 -o,17 0 5% .53
.71 T2 44 .58 . - .65

San Franc1s<:d .77 L7000 .27 .58 .59
San’ Jose | . et e oa3® Ll ase | m-—

Honolulu,, L
- Lios Angeles g
| New' York B

»

»r

. T 114
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N Table 10-G. Earnmgs in 1969 of F111pmos, by Regwn, SMSA Educat;,on ) ,
~and Sex /\ S . . C

- .

S » L v Propor‘tmn w1th eai‘mngs of more than $3, 500 ' ‘
Area et Male - - Female

_ Less than .H.S.  College Less tha.n H.S.  College
- - °H.S.-12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 * 1 or more

" United States,' e 80 75 44 - 46 ey < -
Region 5 . : . ‘ . "y . I
2 : o 47 o eag 78 .33 ¢ aamt o 69

: ~
3. L S mem ) - - 85 . ———— - ','"‘ 58 -
5 ' A i [ ‘ _-;-.' A. -‘--— » ..82v . - - . '___ “ . 69 .
9 S 80, o8l 72 41 45 60,,
10, . . ‘ 67 7 A L ] 85* ,‘_ -~ .. A —— 50 - g
Smsa T : o T
Chicago ~ Gi 0 eme | aew - 73 eoo2l LIl 65
" Honoluln . 86~ 89 -~ 18 3L~ 58 50
Los Angeles . . 757" . ¥8 . .80, . ep-r o zem - . RY
New York =~ . -e-  Ee= 88 LTI _— 83 .
. San Franciscqg. 17 J - 83 3 44 45 - 67
;:\Seatfle ) e \73 e imm Y SR e
CE i \’ . -
" ' N , o
. . > \
VAR :
% ) ‘ .,i
O ‘ .
a "

b
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Table 10-H. ‘Earmngs in 1969 of Bla.cks, by Regmﬁy SMSA, Educatm
>and Sex - . ) “ Ty /

- . Proportmn with earmngs o,f more/

a.le

an $3"500

S " - Fémale - :
~ Area - - .Less.than H.S. Coll’ege' Lg% than H.S. College
: - ‘ H.S. 12 -12- 1 or mope~ H.S. 12 _ 12 I or,more

¢J b .. R ‘ ‘ ~ . B v » ? -
U:q1ted States ‘ ;/g .25 .49 .73
. ' . ; : ) > * . * *

Region

-

- SMSA . - s .
Chicago . 90 .80 . - w91 .48 L 072 .75
Dallas. , = - .64" c—m e S - a--
Delroit - - . .86 .84 Co91* T Y S SR
Los Angeles, - ~ ..69 ~  .71- ¢ .84 .34 .48 .83
Miami BN i S 1 ———
Newark - . . .83 .. 88" cems . WB20 T4 -
New York "~~~ ".84-, ~ ,80 - .94 .6l 69 - LT9
Philadelphia £T5 -84 C e .32 .62 -
San Francmco : .94% .81 , - ——— . mee -

' Wash., D. C.
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Table 11-A Weeks Worked and Earmnga in.1969 for, Mexmans, by Regmn, L
- SMSA and Sex : o o '

- ' T Proportlon who Proportmn with earmngs of more than $3 500

. ) . worked 48-52 ~ worked

Area’ . . weeks = o Less than 48 weeks 48-52 weeks

y .~ Male ‘Female Male Female. Male Eei'nale -

Uni d States ' .76 . 46 .46 .18 . .82 . 56
Region ) ey . o . L o A %
. 2 ~ L .87 W55 ¢ ema --—-  1.00 .80 -~
.3 ‘ . 86 L46™ Lo .. 9T e,
g 4 . i .64 232 . v L29% Lo .80 ---
5Lt .78 .49 . 56 .30 .90 .76
6 : .79 .51 .31 '.'13-* . 70 .41
7 .82 .55 -.- 06 .88, .51
.8 77 .42 - .38. .03, .85 , .67
9°. 73 .43 - 54, .20, \.88 66
. 10 .63 .28 .26 . 06 79 ——-
. SMSA | S e S I T
- . Albuquerque T - ) B e 719 -

" Anaheim _ .78 .38 .69 S.150 .92 - ,56
Brownsville .70 T .43 . +25 .09 - .56 .23 -
Chicago .78 B4 .63 .25 . .94 C .79
Corpus Christi . .82 .53 Lus0% e 74 .35,

! Dallas . .79, .44 . 41* .05% .86  .75"
Denver . = o .76 4l e See .90 .
Detroit . S, .78 .54 R “-= 71495 . .59
El Paso - .8 . .58 - 43" 22, .82 | .40,
Fresno .61 .25 .47 L06™ 66 .55
Houston .83 .48 .+ 37 .09 . .88 .59
Laredo’ . .64 .52 24,14 .49 .43
Los Angeles. $75 . .51, .62 .26 .90 .68 .
New York 1T .56 --- g .91 - .
Oxnard - .75 .26 42 .18% .83 . .do¥
Phoenix .79 .36 46" 16 - 79 55"

.’Sacramento o o 14 .21 - , e . 88 -

San Antonio .82 .52 .41 .18 . .82 - .54
San Bernardino . . 76 - .41 . 60Q . .24 .87 ", +58
San Diego _ .76 .48 N-7) .06 - .g(]; .64
San Frantisco S | .49 .69 .34 W, .83
San Jose .75 .35 .60, .31% .91 .71,

Tucﬂon ) ) -82 -41 .44 —-—- K] 89 67 7 | ‘
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Table 11-B. Weeks Worked and Earmngs m 1969 for Puerto R1cans, by
' Regxbn, SMSA and Sex - : . . -
. : 2
Proportmn. who PrOPortlon thh earnings of more’than $3 500 -
| ,worked 48-52 ~ worked ;
Area . weeks ' ' Less than 48 weeks L} 48-52 wegks" )
. f/ Male F‘emale Male  Female “Male  .Female, v
. United States .78 .56 . .55 .33 R A T .76 8
- Region ' o - ‘/ e %
B . 76 .43 627 L1 .78 +65.
2 . , .18 .58 .55 -.41*‘ .88 - .11
3 _ ' v .8'1 ' .63 LATF . 260 0 L8007 .76 :
-4 5. .48 - ..06* .80 - .70% L
5 T « .50 . .65 .21 .90 .71 -
6 o - cee e cee -
- . - E3 . e ks .
9 .80 .49 ¢+ .59%. o ,21%-.  .85. .81
10 .79 ——— L Eme aa- - -
L N
. SMSA S : | _ :
Chicago ‘ L .83 .57 .76: ©.43F .86 .62 -
. Jersey City . .68 .30* Y 39 .83 -
Los Angeles ST, .44 -—- ——— :93% R
Miami o3t sa® Ll L 290 aee
+Newark ' .76 46" C me-  dee ¢ .89 T
New York .78 .58, , .65, W30 - .87 o .74
Philadelphia - .70 4t 40" . .82 - '
San Frangcisco .70 . .58% % L. - F A A — -/
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Table 11 C. Weeks Worked and Earmngs in 1969 for Cubans, by' Region,
SMSA and Sex . ,
. _

"Proportién who Propoi'tion with earnings of more than $3, 500\
worked 48-52 - worked '

" Area . wedks *  Less than 48.weeks 48-52 weeks -
_Male ZE“emale Male = Fvemale Male B Fernalé

 United States ~~ .78.  , .54 49 28 .86 .70
Region " : e " o
. 1 P . 086 . 062* -“'"" : - b e . ) . 78 .--""

2 . 78 .0 55* “7.‘. 52 029 .88 081*

3 'j .\90 : o59 « - - - ~ . .79 ) . .71 -

4 7 ‘o 77 - .153 042 18 ’ a . .83 e . 62*' -

5 . <75, - .53 . --- N 71 ‘ .90 . .83

6 L .. 96 _mm e e .91% ——-

9 i .18 .58 .52 .15 .92 .76

v v . - : : : : .

SMSA i . - L .
Chicago- .82 .56 ~—-% - ===, .88 LT
Jersey City .81 .53 .65, 205 .96 . .70
Lios Angeles I 4 | U W42 .54 .21 .88 - . 61
-Miami - .75 . 54 " .34 21 .'80* .53 .
Newark ' ‘ . : .76 o~ 053 - - = ) .93 ) . - - - :
New York ' .81 . «59 < . .67 44 .89 . 82 oy
b 4 '

o
’ Y«
¢ .

}

1lo
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_ 'Table 11 D.. Weeks Worked and Earnmgs in 1969 for Indlana, by Region
and Sex.

I'e : [N . L [ o

Proportion who Proportmn w1th earnmgs of more than §3, 500

: worked 48-52 L ..  worked ’ ,
Area’ ' weeks - - Less_than 48 weeks é4v8-52 weeks . )
Male . Female Male Female Male ' Female
United States® 63 .44 .40 18 .76 .58
Region e e e
1 .64 .31 —g- - .24 485 . --- .
2 R TP -1 50 © us2* .28k T a2 .74 :
3 e .M .s4 T .88 120 v .80 .66 |
4 6T .44 .22 .16 .61 .33
v5 .72 .45 . .52 .20 .82 . .64 "
6 - .64 ¢ .49 .29 0 .12 .75 .52
"7 .68 .32¢ .50% J14% 74 [ BO¥
8 .54 . .41 ;25 17 0 LT1 Y S
9 . 61 .46 .48 .26 . L7900 .62
10 .51 w32 - .56 - .19 - - .80 14
. —
N . »
. 4
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Table ll-E Weeks Worked and Earnvngs in 1969 for J'apanese, by Regzon,

SMSA and Sex

~

b

JProportion who

Proportion}uth_earmngs_nfmoa:e.ihah $3, 500

‘ worked 48-52 - worked
Area | weeks Less than 48 weeks 48-52 weeks
* _ Male Female Male _____Female Male , Female"
_United States . 85 ~63 - .52 32 .81 .72
Region , . , " :
1 C .80 " .48 - -3 .71 -
) .83 .62 .62 20 392*' .79
3 .88 7 257 1,00,  C.72%
4 .80 7 - .83 .38%
5 1 .80  .58" 45% .29 .89 .81
6 .79 .68, ¢ --- N- LITE Y78
- N » : *
7 . .69 .35 - :§§ .53 .-
8 72 . .59 --- 32 7T .53
.9 .85 .66 .54 . .35 _ .81 )
10 78 .54, 2% - 37 .67 .68
SMSA » .
Boston .62 47 _nc —— _——— -
Chicago . +80- - .59 - .37 .78* .81
Denver art T —— --- .80 -
Honolulu .88 . .72 .56 .31 .90 .14
Los Angeles ) -84 .62 - .45 -38 .74 19,
New York 73, . 59 -—— .87 93 67"
San Diego 82" L 3¥ mm - c72* -
San F'rancisco .81 . .63 52 .32 .80 .70
San Jose .83 . 57 — - . 82 .78
Seattle .78, ;60,, --- - .84 .78
71 .58 ~——— - .- -

Wash.,D.C.
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- Table II-F. Weeks Worked a.nd Earnxnga in 1969 for Chlnese, By Regxon,
' ~ SMSA and Sex - Ch '

.yt

Proportxon who Proportxon thh earnxngs of more than $3, 500
_ worked 48-52 '

worked

v
3

-« 52

" Area  weeks . Liess than 48 weeks  48- 52 weeks
Male . Female - Male : Female :"Ma.Ie Female
* United States 71 0. 550, .39 - .31 .78 .65
Region R - I L *
1 .60 7,39 307 4l 2 67 .47
"2 . .67 .55 .42 34y . 80 .65
v 3 .76 W57 0 i .42 .. 85 .57
4 .79 .44 - ——— 65 i
5 .65 ;.46 w40 36" .78 .73
6 . 69 58 ———C) eee .65 Ey
7 - .62, . 60* ——- ——— T8 -
8 6a* - - - ., 59% anm
0 9 \Jg\:)( .56 .40 .28 L T9 .67
10 S ) .47 - .65 .70%
SMSA | T e i
Boston . .64 . .49 . 38 . 29 .63 . 50
_ Chicago - 7 .61 .48% 40" .78 .64
_ Honoluly | .86 - .70 .48% .26 .88 .84
" Los Angeles .75 .50 .35 .26 .80 .58
New-York .76 .58 .41 .38 .73 . 66
San Francisco .74 ;60* .41 .22 .77 . 66
San Jose .75 .42 - - .76 - »
Seattle . 64" .52% - . A S '
‘Wash., D.C. . 85 —-- e 3 RN
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Table 11-G. Weeks Worked and Earmngs in 1969 for F1hpmds, by Regmn. '.
S SMSA and Sex o

l

~ Proportion who . Proportxon wmﬂearmngs of more than $3 500
worked-48-52 : - worked .

Pa?

AW
L

Area’ -~ : . weeks R Leas than 48 weeks  48-52 weeks
| . L ) o
N ) - - Male Female Male Fernale Male Female . !
United States T8 .51° .48 .36 .87 C .75
-~ Region I '* oo ' ' i
1 CLT6 60, emmy o mewt L eee ol 4
2 LTT .45 .44 .55, .81 . “,80 |
3 . .83 .51 m-- ~.38% .86 L2 ¢
4 i .78 .53% - ——— e -
5 *w e ThL .54 - .67 .44 . 88 86
9 75T uBe 46 27, .89 . .72
10 .78 i32 —-i L2470 U8l ilana
SMSA . 3 B B
Chicago .70 .66 .84% 25 .92 .90
Honolulu .90 .62 - .60 .13 - 90" .63
. Los Angeles C76 .40 .48 .46 .92 .- .87 &
New York. .66 ."67 L 75 - «92 .94
San Diego T84 . 52% - - - cam |
. San Francisco ° . .72 .57, .51 .28 .84 .82
- Seattle . .74 .65 R e .94 -
I 4
qQ ' _
_ .
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Table 11- H.. Weeks Worked and Earnmgs in 1969 for Blacks, by Regmn, -
L T SMSAandSex " :
- ' Proportmn with earnmgs of more than $3 500 B A
.Proportion who S , worked . S
o worked 48-52 . - T e
”Ail'éa'~’:’i?,:é'; ST BRI weeks S Liess.than 48 wéek_s-y 48-52 weeks -
PP __Male _ Female ' Male = Female Male Female -

.79 -« .52

Unlf:ed Stat‘és" W76 .54 . .46 _
- Reglon  :.,‘~ 7 | . R o " o kK 2 - v S o
S vv,ss w52 eee L B0 U980 L 64
.79 0 L6l .67 .41 . .89 . .78
.82 62 .40 .30 = .84 .58
‘71 .50 .34 .20 - .64 . . .28
.78 - .54 . .60 .34 .88 .66
.73~ .53 .38 17 L7300 ¢ 030
.83 .53 eee 250077 .64
T4 49 .59 .36 ,90 - .68 .

v

;_o NNV W Y

. SNSA N | T R
-Chlcago .78 ) .~ L A .94 .75
Dallas a6 4455 Cmme e 082 .44
.7 Détroit . .69 . .57 - .70, 42, . .92. .69
: '”;Los.Angeles LT3 .60 567 487 0 .84 .69,
‘Miami . . .78 .50 aa- Ceee, .68 .50
. Newark .. T4 - .60 76 et .89 - ' .68 C
'_'Néw'York_‘~” ﬁ .82 2,66 .64 .48 . .90 279
Philadelphia- © .68 0 .54 . .68 .29, .86 62, .-
‘San Francisco, T .61 - .52 "‘".'-;k' R 35* - .97 65
_ VVash.,]) C. .8 ,..70 L5570 .39 .88 - .72

. .~ . -, - SN : ‘
N B . - v 3 a i . B . . B
- ' _ . o s ) C .
™ . . . . TR
.
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Table 12-A. Ernployment of Mexmans 1n Selected Industries ’ Regmns
- and SMSA's, by Sex, 1970% *

4

L z

Sex . ' All employed Percent ernployed in _ e
and . S . Agric., - Prof. Pub.
area No. . Pct. forestry Const. Mfg. Trade services adm.
Male ' IR . o ‘ . |
-United States' 8501 100.0. 12.5 12.1 29.4 16,6 5.5 5.8
Region a S ’ —_— o o o ) B
5 662 100.0 3.0 5.9 63.4 " 11.3 . 3,2 1.2 .
6 3114 100.0 12.5 16,1 17.5 19.5 6.7 8.4
7 A 115 100.0 . '4.3 4.3 39.1 13.9 5.2 .4,3
8 .. .252.100.0 - 12.7 = 9.9 28.2 11.9 7.1 9.9
9 . 4070 .100.0 3.4 - 10.8 32.8 15.8 4.7 4.4
10 108 .100.0 41.7 - 5.6 25.9 9,3 « 3,7 2.8
SMSA L . : - -~
. Anzheim - 196 100.0 . 7.1 18.4 34,2 15.3 5.1 6.1 °
. Brownsville . 349 100.0 23.8 + 9.5 11.7 23,8 7.2 4.3 -
Chicago .. . 365 100.0 .8 2.7 59.2 13.2 3.8 2.5
Corpus: Chr1st1 185 100.0 ' 7.6 21.6 12.4 21.6 5.9 |11.4
Dallas ~ -~ . 124 100.0 6.5  22.6 25.8  18.5 4.0- 3.2
ElPaso = 284 100.0 3.2 18,3 25.0 21.1 4.6 12.0
Fresno 149 100.0 ~49.0 - 3.4 20.1 .11.4 4,0 2.0 _
Houston 299 -100.0 - 2.0 17.1-28.8 20.7 3.7 3.7 N
v Laredo. - 29%100.0 27.5 13,4 .6.9 15.5 . 7.6 4.8 -
- “Los Angeles .1717 100.0_. 2.6 10.5 43.6 18.1 3.9 . 3.0
*. Oxnard 112 100.0 ' 28.6 11.6 24.1 '18.8 3.6 5.4
Phoenix 171 100.0 22.2 11,7 20.5 22.8 . 2.9 6.4
San Antonio 483 100.0 1.9 17.2 15.9 19,7 "6.6. 21.5
- San Bernardino 271 100.0, 17.0 9.2 23.6 18:8 7.0 7.0 -
- San Diego 170 100.0 13.5 17.6 15.3 18.8 - 2.9 9.4.:
San Francisco 252 100.0 6.3 10.3 35.3. 14.7 6.3 5.6
San Jose ' 203 100.0 3.4 14:8 39.4 - 15.3 5.9 5,9
Tucson . 109 100.0 5.5 °'17.4 6.4 18.3 6.4 8.3
Female B L . / ‘x
United States 6286 100.0 8.3 .7 27.3 22.7 16.6 3.1
Region : ’ o
5. 411 100.0 1.9 - .7 47.0 17.8 15.8 1,5 -
« 6. 2222 100.0 6.9 .8 18.3 24,9 18.8. 4.5
8 : 158 100.0 2.5 .6 17.1 ~29.7 19.6 2.5 -
9 © 3170°.100.0 - 9.9 .6 32,2 21.2 14.7 2.3




Table 12-A. Continued

~ SMSA . S a |

‘Anaheim ~ 138 100.0 © 4.3 ° 1.4 34.8 23.9 145 2.9
Brownsville ~ 349 100.0 18.0 - .7 13,2 3l.2 20.7. 1.0
Chicago = 204 100.0 .5 --- 63.2° 13.7 9.8 - L.5

~ Corpus Christi 185 100.0 2.0 =~--- 8.8 24,5 18.6 2.9

El Paso . 284 100.0 --- w4 33.7 . 22.5 19.0 - 3.5,
Fresno 121 100.0 34.7 --- 14,9 23.1 <15.7 .-
Houston 205 100.0 2.0 - 2.4 19.0. 29.3 22,0 _ .5
Laredo - 291.100.0 11,3 - .5 3,2 33,3 23.7 4.3 .

Los Angeles 1379. 100.0 1.2 .3 46.6 18.2 11.5 2.5

~ Phoenix . 171 100.0 10.0 1.7 33.3  16.7 20.0 2.5

. San Antonio - 377°100.0° 1.6 1.f 18,6 27.9 21.5 8.2

‘San Bernardino 202 100.0 11.4 -<- 25,2 21.3 18.8 4.0

: San Diego ~ © 170 100.0 7.8 1.9 18.8 23.4 10,4 5.8

San Francisco 192.:.100.0 4.2 1.0 24.5 22.4 16.1 4.2

San Jose . 162:100.0 6.2 .6 46.9 14.2 11.7 L2
Tucson - 109 °100.0 ==, --- 16,4 41.1 21,9 | ---

’ >i‘fl?;égions and SMSA's with 100 or Ihpre persons

7
A\
\/ ®
&
v‘ J .
e
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Table 12- B. Employrnent of Puerto R1cans in Se}ected Industries,
: o Reglons and SMSA’s, by Sex, 1970 .

" Sex A11 employ'ed Percent employed in
- and . Agric., Prof. ‘Pub.
" area No. - Pct. ‘forestry C‘onst. Mfg. Trade serv1ces adm.
Male S L
‘United States 2702 100.0 2,2  4.2" 41.7 18.7 6.1 3.9
Region : ' o o L o
1 119 100.0 4.2 7.6 - '56.3 -13.4 3.4 . 2.5
2 - 1968 100.0 - 1.4 3.6 38.0 20.4 6.6 4.2
3. 101 100.0- 5.9 7.9 45.5 16.8 5.0 4.0
5 284 100.0 1.4~ 1.8 171.5, 12.0° 3.2 1.1
9 132 100.0 5.3 - 9.8 3.8 12.1 6.1 7.6
SMSA / , - |
Chicago - 191 100.0 --- 2.1 7.7 10.5 1.0 1.6
New York 1626 100.0 .6 3.1 32.8 22.3 9.0 4.2
Female: , . .
United States 1882 100.0 ) .5 49.1  14.8 16.0 3.3
Region - o ' Y AN
2 1344 100.0 .3 .5 51.2 13.3 16.5 3.2.
5 172 100.0 -=- --- 59.9 19.2 ‘9.3 1.7
9 111 100.0 1.8 =---  32.4 18.9 13.5 3.6
SMSA - - A . |
Chicago 113 100.0 =---  --- 73,5 .11.5 8.0 1.8
New York 1087 100.0 .1 3 50.8 -12.1 16.5 1.5
*

Regione and SMSA's with 100 or. mo'r'e p'ei‘sons

-




’ .Table 12 C Employment of Cubans in Selected Industmes, Reglons and
o SMSA's, by Sex, 1970* .

Sex R : - Percent employed in
and ¢ _ ' Agr1c. , ' Prof., - Pub.
area ° No.  Pct. forestry Const. Mfg. Trade services adm.
Male S , : _ _ o '
United States 1323 100.0 1.2 6.9 34.5 22.0 9.4 2.3
" Region ' . ‘ a o
2 397 100.0 --- 4.3 37.5 20.4 9.8 1,8
4 , - 613 100.0° 1.8  10.8 30.7 24.5 .7.3.° 2.1
9 129 100.0 . 3.1 - 1.6, 39.5 17.1 8.5 2.3
' SMsA . g I
' Jersey City . 101 100.0 -=- 4.0 57.4 12.9 5.0 --)
Los Angeles 107 100.0 ~ 1.9- 1,9 " 43,0 22.4 4.7 = 1.9
Miami 539 100.0 2.2 9.5 30.6 .25.4 8.3 .7
New York 240 100.0 --- 5.4 22,5 29.6 8,8 2.1
N . Female L : y o - C -
United States '1193 100.0 o4 0 .3 5,0.;1 15.2 13.5 1.1
Reg1on o ' : ‘ L ’
2 342 '100.0 --- - --- 55,3 9,4 " 14,9 1.2
4 .- 571 100.0 ‘ .7 .4 50,1 19.4 9,5. .5
9 105 '100.0  --- 1.0 49.5 9.5 15.2 1.9
SMSA - - _ . y -
Miami 515 100.0 .8 1.0 50.5 155 11.1 .4
New York 205 100.0 ~-a  --- 46.8 14.6‘ 20,0 1.0
*Regions and ‘SEMSA's with 100 or more persons .
o




4Table 12- D. Employment oﬁ Inchans in Selected Industnes, by Regmn
, and Sex, 1970 .

Business,

W oML = O W ih = O

All employed ‘repair,

Sex : Agric., . personal,

and’ forestry, -Trans., and

area : mining - Comm-~ Trade recrea.Prof. Pub.

. No. Pct, ~~ Const. Mifg. unic, finance ser. ser. adm.

" Male C _ - o :

United States 2690 100.0 14.2 14,6 25.2 8.4 11.8 - 6.1 9.9 9.9

Region - ) ' . ' ,

o2 ' 126. 100.0 5.6 19.0 25.4 12.7 °18.3 7.2 _6.3 5.
3 79 100.0 3.8 22.8 26.6 2.5 16.5 5.1 12.7-10.
4 246 100.0 22.8 22.0 26.8 3.3 10.6 4.4 7.7 2.
5 302 100.0 3.7 10,6 43.0 7.9  12.3. 4.9 11.3 6.
6 638 100.0 14.4 17.9 20.5 9.7 13.0 4.5 8.9 11.
7 98 100.0 - 8.2 15.3 29.6 12.2 12.2. 5.1 12.2 5.
8 © 279 100.0 24.3 14,7 _12.9 7.2 6.5 6.5 11.5 16,
9 621 100.0 13.8 10.5 23.5 8.9.12.9 9.0 10.8 10.
10 256 100.0 ~ 19.5 &6 26.6 9.4 8,2 5.8 8.6 13.
Female : ‘ L

United States 2247 100.0- 4.8 0.6 21.1 2,4 "21.7 15.3 27.7 6.6

Region o S .

2 91 100.0 3.3 1.1 19.8 2.2 19.8 17.6 29.7 6.6
3 77 100.0 2.6 2.6 22.1 2.6 18.2 13.0 23.4 15.6
4 220 100.0 10.9 ~ 0.9 38.2 0.9 16.8 9.6 20.0 2.7
5 255 100.0 - 3.1 0.0 28.2 2.0 18.0 14.5 22.0 3.5
6 . 526 100.0 2.7 0.6 21.9 1.9 28.1 15.9 28.5 5.5
7 76 100.0 1.3 0.0 18.4 1.3 25.0 17.1 .27.6 9.2
8 233 100.0 4.7 0.9 9.4 3.0 17.6 13.3 40.3 10.7
9 515 100.0 4.9 0.0 15.5 2.1 22.7 20.6 27.2 7.0
10 217 100.0° 7.8 1.4 19.8 . 5.1 10.5 10.2 27.2° 8.3
*Regions with 100 or more persons

1z




Table 12 E. ‘Employment of Japanese 1n Selected Industnes, Regmns
' and SMSA'S, by Sex, 1970 . ,

Sex - All employed . , Percerit'émploy_e'd in

and : - Agric., : - Prof. Pub. . )
area - _No., "Pct. forestry Const. ’I‘rade ‘Mfg. services adm. -, -
Male . :
United States. 2820 1oo 0 10.5 8.8 20.0 "16.5 13,7 10.5 "
Region . o o o '

2 7 1237100.0 1.6 1.6 285 20.3 21.1° 3,3 .
5. 178 100.0 .6 .2.8 21.3 28.7 24.2 2.2 ¥ -
9 ' 2164 100.0 " 11.1 .10.3 20.2 15.4 11.1 11.7

10 - 136 100.0 18.4 3,7 19.1 14.0 16.9 .8.1
- osmsA e |
Chicago - 131 100.0 '~ 2.3 .8 16.8 31.3 .16.0 2.3
Honolulu - 1121 100.0 4.8 16.1 18.3 -13.7 9.6 15.0
Los Angeles 542 100.0 15.1 1.5 29.0 22,1 11.6 4.4
San Francisco 173 100.0. 13.3 - 2.9  23.1 3.3 17.9 12.1
Female . oo
United States 3039 100.0 2.6 -~ 1.1 "23.8 15.3 28.2 6.4
Region _ . ' : _ oL ' .
2 129 100.0 .8 --- 23,3 24.0 20.9 7.0 .
5 : 185 100.0 1.1 .5 22.7 2.6 31.9 2.7
9 . 2226 100.0 2.8 1.3 23.8 '13.5 .28,8 6.8
10 ‘ 158 100.0 4.4 ~--- - Z3.4 15,8 22.8 5.7
: . Y ,
SMSA : ) e
Chicago 121 100.0 .8 .-~  18.2 27.3 31,4 2.5
Honolulu ~ . 1079 1Q0.0 1.8 2.0 28.9. 9.9 -25.1. 9.0
Los Angeles . 467 10,0 1.5 1.3 21,4 19.7 27.2 4.5
3.2 .5 8.6 25.7 7.0

 San Francisco 187 100

.

Regions and SMSA's with 100 or more persons
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. Table 12 F. Employment of Chmese in Selected Indultrxes, Regmns and
) SMSA'B’ 'by Sex’ 1970

Sex All :ern‘ployed Percent erni)loyed in . B -

and . ' ' o . : Prof.  Pub.
area’ -No. , Pct. Const. 'Mfg'." Trade services adm.
‘Male S B -
United States 2422 100.0 4.5  14.3 33.4 18.7 - 8.3
Region v - ) R o ‘
2 . - 502 100.0 2.4 . 13.9 . 39.6 15,9 3.4
5 - 216 - .100.0 4.% 19.9°  25.5 = 36.6 2.8
9 ( 1244  100.0 5.7  13.7 ~ 45.8 ‘13,7 11.8
SMSA o S A
Chicago © 105 100.0 = 2.9 12,4 46.7 = 21.9° 1.0
. Honolulu 268  100,0 7.8 11.2 - 14.6 - 14.2- 20.5
‘Los Angeles izz " 100.0 3.8 20.5 33.5 . 18.4 4.2
New York 424 - 100.0 97 12.3 45.0 10.1° 5.0
.San Francisco 486  100.0. 2.5 9.9 43,2 - 13,2 8.0
Female , -’ : - R - '
United States 176&% ,100.0. , T 22.2  ° 21.4 28.3 5.2 .
Region - ‘ - L . R ‘
2 309 100.0 .3 - 38.8 16.5 20,7 1.9 . ha
5 . 180 100. 0 .7 18.0 17.3 46,0 <« .2 - .
9 ° - 1008 ~100.0 * .7-  20.0 23.0 ., 25.4 3.7
SMSA _ . A : B o
Honolulu . 229  100.0 .4 7.4 27.1 28,4 13.1
Los Angeles 160 - 100.0 1.9 28.1 25.0 26,3 1.9
New York 268 100.0 - 45.5  .14.2 . 15.3 1.9
7.7

" San Francisco 402  100.0 .7 22.6 24.4 21.1

Regions and SMSA.'s with 100 or more persons

[
i1
| ~

!




Table'12-G. Employment of Filipinos ig Selected Industries, Regions,
and SMSA's, by Sex, 1970

Sex - All'employed : Percent employed in. : !
and - , Agric.,. Prof. Pub. '
area No. Pct. forestry Const. Trade Mfg. services adm.
Male - NP - .
United Stites 1480 100.0 12,8 - 6.5 20.5 14.5 16.0 8.8
e - Region : o

2 88 100.0 1.1 2.3 15,9 15,9 35.2 8.0

3 - 60 100.0 -~-- 1.7 15,0 8.3 50.0 5.0
5 . .+« 102 100.0 - ~-- ° 5.9 29.4 7.8 34,3 3.9 .

9 1088 -100.0 16.5 7.7 1936 ,15.7 = 9.5 10.1

10, - 66 °100.0 ' 12.1 - 1.5 33,3 13,6 _18.2 3.0

SMSA . .

- Chicago . 77 .100,0° 1.3 1.3 29,9 5,2 40.3 °2.6
Honolulu - ' 464 100.0 20.9 17.0 17.9 11.9 3.9 9.9
‘Los Angeles = 146 100.0 .7 4.1  28.8 25.3 12.3 5.5
New York - - 61 100.0 --- 1.6 18.0 13,1 26.2 9.8
San Francisco 204 100.0 4.9 2.0 16,2 10.8 17.6 16,2 .
_Female . o ‘

United States 1306 100.0 = 3.3 - .3 13,9 17.2 38.4 4.6
Region ) . s S
2 126, 100.0 -2=  --- 9.5 6.3 '50.8 8.7
3. 108 100.0 . --- .9 7.4 8.3 .60.2 6.5
: 5 . 140 100.0 .7 --- 10.7 10.7 68.6 1.4 §
g 9 755 100.0 4.9 .4 16.6 20.9 26.8 4.5
10 4 62 100.0 6.5 --= 21,0 24,2 24.,2* 3.2 °
' ' [N
SMSA : :
Chicago 119 100.0 ===  «== ' 5,0 6.7 72.3 ---
Honolulu - 283 100.0 6.4 .7 15,2t 28,6 16.6 4.6
Los Angeles 140 100.0. ===  --= 20,7 12.9 37.1 2.1
New York 60 100.0 ~-=e = - 10.0 8.3 55,0 6.7

" San Francisco 198 100.0 1.0 --- 7.6 14,6 31.3 6.6

+ *Regions and SMSA's with 100 or more persons
»
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Ta.):le 12-H. Employment of Blacks in Selected Industnes by Region, SMSA

4

and Sex, 1970 :

~ Percent employed in
Agnc., Const- Prof.

 Public

‘Newark - 83 100,0 1.2 .- - 37.3 14.5 18.1

Sex and . ‘
‘area | - . Pct. forestry ruction” Mfg. 'Trade Ser. Adm.
) Male S, . - o _ _
‘United States 3880 100.0 - 5.7  10.5 32.8 14.1 _ 9.2 7.1
- Region ' v }; ‘ '
1 64 100.0 --- N 7.8 - 37.5 15.6 12.5 14.1
2 510 100.0 .8 \;16 "'29,0 16.3 10.0 5.9
3 . 583 100.0 3.3  I2.2  29.7 13.4 9.6 13.2
4 1132 100.0 14.0 12.5 28.9 12.1 10.0 4.1
5 734 100.0 .5 7.1 49.7 12,1 7.6 6.3
6 467 100.0 5.6 14. 6 27.8 19.7 6.6 4.7
7 104 100.0 5.8 2.9  36.5 14.4 8.7 12.5
9" 261 '100.9) 2.3 9.6 ,22.6 15.7 10.7 11.5
N : o '
sMsa | | |
Chicago "211 100.0 .5 4.3 39.3 14.7 7.1 14.7
Detroit =~ = 157 100.0 ~-- 5.7 56.7 - 8.3 3.8 3.9
Los Angeles 316" 100.0 7 ‘8.8 29,4 19.9 8.1 9.3
Newark ' 80 100,0 - 2.5 5.0 27.5 20.0 8.8 4.7
New York 305 100.0 . .7 6.9 16.7. 19.3 8.2 18.6
Philadelphia 164 100.0 1.2 17.1 31.1 11.0 12.8  7.8-
San Francisco 62 100.0 1.6 9.7 25.8° 9.7 4.8 8.5
Wash., D.C. 147 100.0 ~ 2.0 13.6 4.8 20.4 13.6 30.2
Female
United States 4011 100.0 3.4 .3 17.4 12,1 27.1 5.5
Region : . } : )
1 - - 82 100.0" - --- 1.2 22.0 2.5 29.3- 1.2
2 , 504 1000 .8 .2 22.6 - 12.7 30.4 4.6
3 ° 626 100.0 M3 .5 15.3 14.0 29.4 10.9
4 1154 100.0 9.0 .3 18.0 23.0 23.0 1.6
5 701 100.0 .4 .3 18.4 .21.4 27.7 9.0
6 508 100.0 3.0 .4  10.4 15.2 26.0 3.7
7 130 100.0 1.5  --- 16.9 4.3 26.2° 6.9
9 275 100.0- .7 -—- 20,0 6.2 31.3 6.5
- SMSA ; - '
Chicago 239 100.0 .4 2.8 24.7 22.2 23.0 7.5
Dallas ‘ 58 100.0 1.7 = - 19.0, 24,1 22.4 ---
Detroit : 124 100.0 ry--- .8 21.8 21.0 28.2 1.6
Los Angeles 143 100.0 .7 m-- . 24,5 14.7" 25.9 7.7
3.6

-
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‘Table 12-H." Continued

New York 352 100.0 # --- -

16,8 15.3  27.6 5.4
Philadelphia . 168 100.0 - .6  --- 16.1 13.7 3571 8.9
San Francisco 52 100.0 --- -—- 9.6 11.5 32,7  '13.5
Wash., D.C. 154 100.0 e .6 --= . 3.9 14.3 26,6 23.4 °




APPENDIX A

’ n .
- Definitions and:Explanations -

Source of Data L
. Information in this report was derived from the Public Use Sample -
(PUS) records from the 1970 census. Every Standard Metropolitan Statistical .
Area (SMSA) of 250, 000.0r more population in 1970 was identified as a
subarea, except in New England and Hawaii. In New‘E’ngland where

¢ ) SMSA's cross county lines, the SMSA's are ‘approximated in terms of
entire counties. In Hawaii, the city of Honolulu and the remainder of the
state are 1dent1f1ed as the SMSA. - A . .

Sample Populations
~ Spanish origin, Oriental, American Indian and black pe rsons were

selected for this report. Among these groups, persons were included

if they were between 20 and 64 years of age, not enrolled in school

and not living in group quarters. Three Spanish populations were

identifjed on the basis of descent, rather than surname, whereas the \

othér populations were identified on the basis of race codes. With these

specifications, the sampling fractions for each population were:

Mexican, Puerto Rican and Cuban : 1%
Japanese, Chinese, Filipino 2%
Indian 4 _ ' ' 2%
Black | o . 1%

" The numbers in each of the sample populations, shown in Appendix B,

Table 4, constituted the starting point for estimates of population values. o,
. The number of persons in the labor force tends to be less than the total

in a population, and the number employed less than the number in the

labor force. Consequently, estimated numbers of persons differ w1th1n
a populatxon depending on the item of information involved.

- - . - . .

Reliability of Estimates

In general, the reliability of estimates ‘in this report is influenced by
two types of errors--sampling and nonsampling., Errors attributable to
sampling were not estimated primarily because of technical complexities

~and costs in‘time and money. Evaluation of a statistic and comparisons *
of different estimates would require a number of tests. - Each of awisadr'
) 14
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- . . . . "‘
of estimates, for example, might reasonably represent a population value,
but the difference between the pair of estnnates might riot be atatxshcally
s1gnxf1cant. : :

) stimates of samrpling errors, such as the standard error, measure the
precision of a sample estimate relative to a census count but they do not
indicate possible inaccuracies in a census attributable to nonreporting,
errors in coding or errors in processing. ‘Such nonsampling errors are
generally less important than sampling errors for estimates of relatively
small proportions of a population. e '

In the. absence of specific estimates of reliability, readers are cautmned

that unknown sanrpling and nonsampling errors are present. - An arbitrary

- strategy was devised in the presentation of estimates. First, in the case

.of dichotomous variables (e.g., labor force participation and employment),
estimates are not_shown if the base frequency was less than 15, Estimates
are marked with an ~asterisk (*), if the base frequency was between 15 and
30. Second, for continuous variables (e.g., oceupation scores and earnings),
‘estimates based on a frequency of less than 10 were deleted., Estimates
based on very low frequencies are therefore either deleted or marked w\xt‘h‘

an asterisk as a precaution against unwarranted inferences. -While this -
procedure is less rigorous than specific tests of significance, it is desighed
to help avoid estimates based o low sample frequencies.

*

Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA'B)

A gtandard metropohtan statistical area is a county or gro up of contiguous
counties which contains at least one city of 50, 000 population or more, or a
pair of cities with a ¢pmbined populaﬁon of at least 50, 000. °In addition to
the county or counties conta1n1ng such cities contiguous counties are included 4
in an SMSA if they are socially and economically integrated with the central .-
city, In the New England area, SMSA's consist of towns and cities 1nstead
of count1es. .

‘ SMSA's were selected for this report primarily on the basis ‘of the number
of persons in the labor force in one or more minority populatmns. Since
sample data were employed, the majority of all SMSA's had too few persons,
other than whites and blacks, to justify detailed tabulations. Some of the
selected SMSA's contained adequate sample frequencies for no more than
one minority whereas other SMSA's could be represented by two or more
minorities. o

As a matter of saving space, tables indicate only’ the first city name in
instances of SMSA's containing two or more cities. The accompanying
alphabetical list of SMSA's shows each city represented by an SMSA.

o




ALPHABETICAL LISTING OF .
STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS ‘ _
IN THIS REPORT . ¢ . .

Albuquerque, N.M. — ¢ Do .
Anaheéim-Santa Ana-Graden Grove, Calif. Ry
Baltimore. Md. .
¥ * Boston, Mass. , c , .
- Buffalo, N.Y. ) 4 N o /
Chicago, Il11. S ‘
Corpus Christi, Texas
Dallas, Texas e ‘ .
Denver, Colorado = | o o
Detroit, Mich. - . ’ , o
~ El1 Paso, Texas L Y ,
* - Fayetteville, N.C. : . - ' ot

Fort Smith, Ark. R ‘
Fresno, Calif. e .
Honolulu, Hawaii ' p ‘
Houston, Texas : ) : S
Jersey City, N.J. - ' .
Laredo, Texas , ‘ ' .
Liawton, QOkla. ‘ : .
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif. ‘
Miami, Florida ' _ ‘ ‘ |
Milwaukee, Wisc. . '
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn.
New York, N.Y.
Newark, N.J.
Norfolk-Portsmouth, Va.
Oklahoma City, Okla.
Oxnard-Ventura, ‘Calif.
Philadelphia, Pa.

f‘ Phoenix, Ariz.
Portland, Ore.-Wash.

Sacramento, Calif.

San Antonio, Texas ,

San Bernandmo~Rwermde-Ontarxo, Cahf

San Diego, Calif.

San-Francisco-Oakland, Calif.

San Jose, Calif,




' Santa Barbera, Calif. ,: >
Seattle-Everett, Washmgton ,
‘Stockton, Calif. .
Tacoma, Wash. '
“ﬁTusco'n, Arizi
Tulsa., Okla, ) R
v Wé.shmgton, D.C. Md.-Va. . _
" ! DOL  REGIONS . -
1. Connecticut ; New Hampshire = . .
" Maine Y. Rhode Island o
"Massachusetts ' Vermont
2. New Jersey A' Puerto Rico™ | - - - ;J,_ R
_ New York ' Virgin Islands R
3. DelaVvare Pennsy.fvrlvan_ia“ a S
‘ _District of ColumbLa ‘Virginia o L v
Maryland ‘West Virginia - :
4. Ala ma i, Mississippi = . .
+  -Florida ' -~ North Carolina
. Georgia - South Carolina .
.~ Kentucky " . Tennessee = =
5. Il‘lino‘is - ‘Minnestoa
Indiana © Ohio
© Michigan ‘Wisconsin
6. Arkansas Oklahoma ST ‘[‘_“ _
" Liouisiana Texas- -~ - . 0 v
New Mexico ’ ° Lo
1. Towa , ‘Missouri L SRR
-~ Kansas - ‘Nebraska . . e
8 Colorado | South Dakota
" Montana = . Utah N : .
+ North Dakota * Wyoming, T
- 9. A}nef-iéan Samoa’™ . Guam” o - /\ S
. Arizona - Hawaii ~ ° : T
California - Nevada N B T
10. Alaska B Orégon - ‘
Idaho - Washington
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~+ the sample data.

’Education‘ ' : N o

Level of educational attamment is 1nd1cated by number of years of
~ school completed "Persons enrolled in school in 19 were not included in
the sa;rnple data ;Eor this report : S -

Labor Force Part1c1patlon . R N “
( F—— R ' N .

Persons in the labor force (ILF) were eithe employed or unemployed

- during the calendar week prior to the data on which respondents completed

their questlonnalres lor were interviewed during the 1970 census enumeration.
Employed persons. comprlse all cw111ans either at work or w1th a: job "

but not at work. Persons excluded from the employed are those whose

only act1v1ty consis ted of work around the house or volunteer work,.

Unemployed persons,are civilians. not employed during the reference
- week who were looking for work within the Pprevious four weeks and were
available to accept a job. "Also included are persons who were wa1t1ng
. to be called back to.a job from ‘which they had been la1d off.

Persons not in the labor force (N]LF) include housewwes, retired
workers, seasonal workers and persons doing only incidental unpaid
family work. Students and inmates of institutions were excluded from

.. [ o,

Labor Force Participation Rates ' : C | ' o - (

A labor force partlclpa.tlon rate“(LFPR)krepresents the proportion.
of a population classed as in the civilian labor force. The LFPR for

- males 20-34 years of age, for example; is the proportlon of men at-thOSe

~ ages classified as in the labor force.

- An employment rate (ER) is the proportlon of persons . in the l or force
who were employed; and similarly, anrunemployment rate (UR) is_the
proportlon of persons in the labor force who ‘were classed as unemployed

Weeks Worked in 1969 L ..

v

Data on weeks worked pertam to the number of weeks dur1ng 1969 in -
which a person did any work for pay or profit or worked without pay on a

famlly farm or in a family busmess. Weeks of active service in the armed =~ >
~ forces are also included. ’ ' o ST
Occupation - R . - T

A
The sy tem of occupatlon cla881f1catlon for the 1970 census ccmsxsted
of 441 spe ific occupation categorles arranged into IZ major occupatlon ‘

L2

P




groups. For purposes of this report the major occupatlon groups weme -

- modified by combining service workers and ‘private household service
“workers into a single service. workers category. Also, operatives were

‘combined with transportation equipment operatives and farm managers with
farm laborers. Tabulations thus show only }9/ major occupation groups in-

- this report. , . ‘ <0 : o :

. The 1970 industry clagsification system developed for the census

- consisted of 227 categories classed into 12 major industry groups, Estimates

are shown for 1ndustr1es employmg relat1vely large nuIn-bers. o

| Oc cupat1on Scores

.

Occupat1on scores were constructed for this study based on 203 occupat1ons '
derived by collapsmg the original census list of 441 occupations. On a 100-
point scale these scores repxresent an employed ‘worker's level of occupational

"achievement. (For a detaﬁ,ed description of the scoring procedures see
Appenchx A in M1nor1t1es in the Labor Market, Vol Ior II, by G. L. Wilber, .
et al) . Lo Co B .

B

Oc cupational Mobili'(:}r

Estimates of occupat1opal ‘mobility are based on the detailed l1st of 441
occupations and the occupation scores calculated as of 1970. Occupation .
scores were assigned to individuals employed in 1965 and 1970. ,Mobile

"workers are those whose occupat1on scores differedrfor the two years. If
a worker's occupation score was h1gher in 1970 than in 1965, mob1l1t5r was
classed as upward, and if a score was lower. in 1970, mobility was downward.
Stayers had the samie occupation score for both years, although they may -
have shifted to a different occupational category.

4

- Earnings

Earnings from wages or salaries represent money received for work
performed as an employee at any time during the calendar year of 1969.
It includes wages, salary, commissions, tips, piece-rate payments, pay
from the armed forces and cash bonuses earned. Median earnings are
based on individual persons with earn1ngs in 1969. Types of income not
“defined as earn1ngs includes social security or railroad retirement 1ncome,
,pubhc assistance income and income from such sources as interest, diyidends,
rent, veterans' payments, public or private pensions, unemployment insurance
benefits, workmen's c:ompensation cage benefits, and net royalties.
. “~

. The percent of employed persons who earned $3 500 or more in 1969
‘serves as a summary 1nd1cator of income differences withm and between
.populatmns. _




Appendin & y

Appendix Table 1. ‘Sklected Chdracter1st1cs of SMSA's With 200, 000
. " 'Population or More and Concentrations of Spapish,
. Orientals and Ind1ans, 1970 -

Tota.l : Pct. of Pct. of Per . Percent

sMsa pop.  SMSA  central capita = of total ’
(000's) ~ pop. in * city = income, = work " ﬂ '
P central = pop. 1969 = force Y
L _ cities white unemployed
Albuquerque * 316 - 77.2 95.7 = $3135 5.3 "
Anaheim 1420 31,4 96.3 4141 5.9
Baltimore - ., 2071 . 43,7 ' 53.0 :'3856 4.0
Boston - 2754 . - 25.1 °  81.8 4281 . 43 _
Buffalo 1349 34,3 78.7 7 3822 5.4 - b
Chicago - = 6979 48.2 65.6 4678 3.6
 Corpus Christi 285 . 71.8 93.7 2959 . 4.8
Dallas 1556 54.3  74.2 4052- 2.8
Denver | 1228 - 41.9 - 89.¢% 3889 3.3
Detroit - - 4200, .36.0 55.5 4677 6.7
ElPaso () 359 89.7 . 96.4 2895 4.9,
Fayetteville, N.C. 212 =~ 25.2 6l.1 3190 . ---
Fresno 413 . 40.2 .-  86.7 - 3407 6.5
Honolulu =~ 629" 51,6 33,9 - ' 4354 3.5
Houston . 1985 - 62.1  73.4 - 3674 2.6
Jersey City - - 609 42.8 - 77.8 . . 4278 6.6 \
" Los Angeles . - 7032 45.1 - - 78.8 - 4728 5.8
Miami . 1268  26.4 76,6 4054 4.4
Milwaukee 1404 51.1 .~ 84.4 4215 4.2
Minneapolis 1814 . 41.0 = 94.3 . . 4419 3.4
New York -~ 11529 = '68.2 -~ 76.6 . 5055 4.1
‘Newark 1857  20.6°  ‘44.0 4755 4.9
Okl. City . 641 x 57.2 83.9 3472 3.5
Oxnard = - 376 33,7  93.2 3086 . 6.4
Philadelphia 4818 40.4  65.6 4028 - " 4.2
‘Phoenix . 968 - 60.1 93.3 . 3498 4,1
Portland ' 1009 37.9 92.2 3964 5.6 -
Sacramento - 81 31.8 . 8l.5 3565 5.8
San Antonio 864  75.7  9l.4 3028 4.8
San Bernandino 1143 27.00 90.7 - 3126 5.9
San Diego . 1358 ©° 51.3 . 88.9 3694 5.6
‘San Francisco 3110 34,6 67.3 5009 5.0 % .
San Jose . 1065 41.9 93.6 4061 5.7 )
Seattle 1422 0 41,1 88. 3 4463 9.5
Tacoma : 411 - 37.6 90.8 . 3518 8.7
Tucson - 382 74.8 94.8 3240 | 3.3
Tulsa © 417 - 69.5 86.6 ' 3793 / 4,5
£ Wash., D.C. “ 2861 26. 4 27.7 4359 2.6 ~

U.S. Bureau of the Census.. Statistical Abstract of the United States; 1972
o  Pp. 838-897. & \ ‘ oY
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.~ » Appendix Table 2-A. Summary Characteristics of Mexicans in SMSA's, 1970

L. ; Md. LFPR UR ,Md. income Per Pct.
©+ SMSA edd M. F M F M = F  capita in .

- - ' ‘ L income poverty .
Anaheim 9.0 84.8. 41.5 5.4 10.7 $6582 $2431 $2305  13.0 .
Brownsville 5.1 69.6 35.1 9.1 - 7.8 2916 1316 =~ 982 56.7
Chicago 8.2 85.0 45.1 4.0 - 7.3 6578 3318 2396 12.8

. Corpus Christi~ 6.2 '74.2 31.8 5.6 7.4 %3904 1553 1313 38.7
Dallas 7.4 '85.3 42.4 3.5 6.1 4973 2119 1807 20.9
Denver 9.4 177.1 36.4 7.3 4.2 5407 1853 1920 20.0
Detroit 9.0 85.4 39.0 9.3 - 6.4 8002 2438 2846 . 9.3

. E1 Paso 7.8 74.7 36.9 4.7 5.8 4384 2189 1433 30.4
Fresno 7.4 7.3 27.6 11.9 17.6 3774 1335 1291 37.0
Houston 7.4 (82.6 37.4 3,0 3.8 5376 2225 1774 20.9
Laredo { : 6.3 69.7 31.6 7.9 6.2 2826 1344 1103 51.3
Los Angeles 9.3 80.6 40.1 6.1 8,8 6153 ‘2628 2147 16.1
.McAllen 4.5 69.8 - 31.2 5.3 9,2 2682 1131 1009 61.2

" Oxnard 7.8 83.3 39,7 6.4 . 11.0 4820 1944 1815 19.5
Phoenix 8.1 80.4 40.2 5.0 6.4 4639 1954 1604 28.2
Sacramento 8.9 ,73.2 32.3 12.1 13.7 5179 1774 1785 20,8
San Antonio 7.2 76.2~ 34.2 5.3 6.9 4151 1723 1478 31l.4 .
San Bernandino 8.6 76.9 = 35.6 5,5 8,8 5464 1868 1792 19.6 *
San Diego 9.1 81.9 34.8 6.7 . 8.0 4847 2152 1916 19.9 -
San Francisco 10.3 79.5 41.4 7.6 10.7 6968 2787 2531 14.4 :
San Jose. 8.9 79.1 39,0 11.0 19.9 6488 2010 2054 14.6 }
Tucson 8.9 76.3 °30.7 5.4 7.0 5282 1676 1690 23.2 : ’
i(f)/lc, Tables 13, 15 and 16, . ' ' v
*SMSA's with 50,000 or more Spanish origin persons. .»

l .
’ e
- B - ‘
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Appendlx Table 2~B and C. Summary Chara.cterlstms of Cubans and

Puexto R1cans in SMSA.'s, 1970 N
S Md. _LFPR UR. Md. income - Per - Pct.
SMSA  ed. M F M- F M F  capita in
: ' S - income poverty
, oS , Puerto Ricans S R :
Chicage - 8.0 83.7 43.1 4.9 .10.8 $5609 $3143 $1846 23.4
Jersey City 8.3 82.5 '34.0 4.9 11.1 . 4943 3016 3816 28.9
New York 8.7 72.6 29.1 '5.5 7.8 5155 2990 1741 31.4
Newark 7.8 82.0 32.2 5.2 "14.2 5275 2685 1547 33.5
Philadelphia - 7.9 79.2 36.1 5.3 8.,0. 4589 2819 1647 34.2
, o c : * Cubans : o o
 Jersey City 8.6 90.7 63.0 6.0 11.4 5843 3270 4106  14.9
;, Los Angeles  11.3 83,2 52.2 8.1 9.8 6053 2735 2521 '14.6
© Miami 9.6 83.5- 51.6 3.8 6.6 4828 2505 2297 15.7
9.7 '84.0 . 47.2 2.6 6.0 6059 ,3313 2946 12,9

- New York' .

PC(2)-1C, Tables 13, 15 and 16.

*SMSA's with 50, 000 or inore Spanish origin persons.
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.~ Appendix Table 2-D. Summary Characteristics of Indians in SMSA's,

1970
_ Md. LFPR UR . _Md. income Per - Pct.
. SMSA ed. M ¥ M F M F capita in
: - ' . . income poverty
Albuquerque 12.2 62.0 41.9 5.9 4.8 $4322, $2933 $1841 34,4
Anaheim - 12.0 82.0 47.6 7.1 11.6 6323 - 2403 2705 13.2
Baltimore .. 10.0 733 _,43.6 - 10.5 14.2 5462 2737 2197 - 23.4
) Buffalo 10.0 74.5 35,7 15.4 M6 4996 1947 2008 26.7.
Chicago "11.1 76.7 44.4 4.3 1.6 5896 2564 2593 17.4
Dallas. © 12.0 78.9 55.1 3.8 6.4 5099 2500 2302 18.1
, Denver - 11.9 72.5 46.5 7.3. 8.9 4561 1924 1935 26.4
Detroit ., 10.4 80.7 46.1 9.0 10.5 6910 2424 2897 14.1
. Fayetteville,N.C.9.8 81.2 43,2 7.8 14.6 - 3235 2174 1378 33.4
Fort Smith 9.0 53,8 33.5 10.5 10.2 2549 1624 1212 51.3
, Houston. - 10.3 82.6 39.8 2.3 6009 1866 2731 24.4
Lanton 12.0 59.2  36.3 12.0 20.7 - 3382 1221 1347 32.1
Los Angeles 11.8 7475 43.8 8.7 8.2 5690 2582 - 2434 19.3
Milwaukee 10.8 81.6 46.8 10.7 7.0 5929 2155 2093 20.6
‘Minneapolis =~ 11.4 70.9 -41.9 9.7 9.3 = 5366 2143 1751 .27.5#
New York - . 11.2 73.4 48.1 5.4 . 7.5 5359 3030 2893 17.9
. Okla. City 12.2 75.5 46.6 4.2 4.5 5082 2621 2160 20.9
-~ Philadelphia 10.5 78.8 43.8 5.4 5.3 - 5876 2248 2539 17.0
Phoenix 9.6 62.2 38.7 4.7 8.7 3116 1508 1302 44.5
Portland - 11.7 75.9 45.3 17.7 15.4 4917 1957 2241 18.9
Sacramento 11.5 72.4 33,8 .13.2 6.9 4287 1874 2150  21.8
San Bernandino 11.1 70.3 31.3 7.1 8.2 5117 1972 2190  25.9
San Diego 11.6 81.5 43.6 ~ 7.5 11.3 2854 1934 2240 21.4
San Francisco . 12.1 72.4 45.4 9.1 10.7 6175 2674 2651 20.6.
San Jose 12.2 76.9 40.4 8.1 13.9 7015 2348 2597 12.6
Seattle ' 11,1 67.4 35.6 18.0 16.0 - .5439 2024 2071 23.8
Tacoma ' 10.9 73.7 35.2 20.6 19.5 3117 1828 1851 27.3
Tucson 7.0 48.0 19.7 11.1 7.6 ' 1838 1214 844 62,6
Tulsa 12.0 73.6 40.9 6.1 7.9 5266 1893 2329 18,7
, Wash., D.C. 12.6 87.6 64.4 3.0 4.0 7058 4791 4112 12.1
PC(2)-1F, Tables 11, 13 and 14.
*SMSA’s with 2, 500 or more Indian population.
o _ ,




- Appendix Table 2-E. Smnn'xary'?haraqteri'st_ics of Japanese in SMSA's, 1970 .
. T Mad. I | . Per  Pct.
smsa \. ed. _LFPR _UR Md. income capita  in
s g M F M F M F. income poverty
Anaheim 12.8 89.0 43.1 2.5 1.4 $9739 $3353 $3800 4.7
Chicago '12.7 83.3 49.7 2.0 1.6 8573 3915 4101 6.6
Denver 12.5 80.1- 49,5 2.1 2.0. 7702 3010 3413 7.5
Fresno 12. 5 73.0\, 41.8. .3 6,5 5671 1949 3098 1l.2
Honolulu 12.3 80.9 #58.4 1.5 1.9 8252 3788 3895 4.2
Los Angeles 12.7 81.8  53.3 2.3 2.4 7890 3582 3880 6.7
- New York 13.3 81.3 36‘. 7.2.7 3.5 8339 - 3962 4582 - 9.8
Sacramento - 12.6 76.8 46.8 1.9 2.3 7003 ,&753 3435 6.8
San Diego 12.3 80.9 34.2 3.6 6.5 6939 2438 2350 11.2
San Francisco = 12.7 79.4  52.1 2.7 2.4 7709 368% 3829 7.9
San Jose 12.8 81.9 50.4 2.7 2.0 9084, 3076 3979 6.3
Seattle 12.6 79.5 51.6 2.6 4.5 7859 3105 3854 6.7
= ' ‘ S :
' ‘ LT
PC(2)-1G, Tables 11, 13, 14
*SMSA's with 5,000 or mére, Japanese. -
141
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oo ’ } * ) . . *
Appendix Table 2-F.  Summary Characteristics of Chinese in SMSA's, 1970

. Md. LFPR UR Md. income Per Pect.
SMSA ed. M F - M F M F capita in
= ] - - income poverty
Boston 11,7 72,7 54.9 2.8 4.4 $3823 $2468 $2580 16.8
Chicago 12.3 74.8 50.9 2.5 2.6 5101 3012 3022 1ll.5
Honolulu 12.4 76.0 54.7 2.1 ‘1.7 8114 3632 4001 6.3
Los Angeles  12.8 77.2 51.4 3.9 3,2 5916 2883. 3243 12.2
New York 9.8 71.2 49.8 2.4 2.8 4352 3143 2655 16.3
Sacramento 12.2  69.7 44.5 2.1 11.1 5417 1808 2845 .13.7
- "San Francisco *12.0 71.8 54.0 4.4 3.8 5269 2575 3000 13.2
Ban Jose 15.8 79.3 "45.8 3.6 6.1 8761 2000 3964 ,10.6
Seattle 12.3 71.9 49.6 3.8 6.9 5215 2806 - 3019 .10.0.
1.4 3.8 6312 2774 3711 11.6

Washo ’ D' Co 14.’5‘\,. 77. 0 490 5

. : - 1 1
PC(2)-1G, Tables 26, 28 and 29. '

*
SMSA's with 5,000 or more Chinese.
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Appendix Table'z;G. Summary Chara.c‘teristics of Filipinos in SMSAis, )

140

1970

B Md.  _LFPR _ ___UR - Md. income Per  Pet.
SMSA ed. M . M F M F capita .in
. . ‘ ' income poverty
' Chicago 16.5 86.2 78.8 2.8 1.2 $6389 $5361 $4064 12.Q
" Honolulu - 9.8 '79.4 49.0 3.1 4.7 5654 3034 2484 11,2
Los Angeles 12.9 81.4 63.1 4.9 3.5 5448 4152 3086 12.1
New York 16.1 76.9 72.7 3.5. 1.6, 6124 - 5950 4352 12.5
Norfolk 12.6  95.2 31.3 2.7 8.9 . 3082 3269 1834 23.1
Salinas 11.4 81.2 56.9 4.9 9.7 4681 2674 2350 12.6
San Diego 12.3 85.0 39.6 7.4 6.9 - 4252 2790 1970 21.5
.San Francisco 12.4 76.4 58.7 6.7 4.2 5486 3635 2719 10.8
ga'n:rose_ 12.3 76,9 59.4 5.3 8,9 5761 4078 2947 8.1

eattle 12.1 74.4 56.1 13.3 7.8 5286 3234 2968 1L.5
Stockton 7.1 70.2 47.3 5.1 14.5 2918 2298 2222 19.4°
Wash., D.C. 14.7 84.1 67.7 2.1 4,1 5997 4880 3740 9.0
PC(2)~1G, Tables 41, 43 and

. *SMSA's with 5,000 or more Filipino population. ’
o [
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Appendxx Table 3-A, B and C.

Selected Characteristics of Spanish Or1gih

Persons, United States and States with 100, 000 or More
Spamsh Or1g1n Persons, 1970

" Per V Pct.

. o ,Mechan Medxan e
State years ~ earnings, capita . unemployed
- school  employed, income 16 and  *~
completed, - 16 and ' ‘over
. 16 and over . over M F
‘™M F - M F ‘
T : Mexican : . :

U.S. 9.4 9.1 $57OZ $2833. $1716 6.1 - 8.9
Arizona - 9.3 9.0 5610 2441° 1592 5.7 - 6.6
California 7 10.0 9.8 - 6350 3157 1976 7.1 10. 7"
Colorado 10.0 9.8 5718 2554 1672 8.0 9.7
Nlinois 8.8 9.0 6672 3532 ° 2370 = 4.1 7.2
Michigan 9.6 « 9.9 7626 - 3339 4189 9.1 . 7.9

- New Mexico 10.6 10,7 4975 2369 1391 5.6 9.8
Texas 8.1 7.7 4616 2408 1312 5.1 6.8
‘ - Puerto Rican - o

U.s. 9.7 9.3 5675 3539 1794 5.6 8.7
California 11.1 11.1 - 6556 3736 2317 8.8 11.3
Florida 9.7 10.9 4910 3207 2069 3.3 6.4
Illinois 8.7 8.7 5552 13226 1865 4.9 11.1
New Jersey 8.8 8.6 5558 3067 1743 5.7 11.2
New York 9.7 9.2 5606 3716 1735 5.5 - 7.9
Pennsylvania 8.9 8:9 5174 3126 . 1615 5.4 5.4

. Cuban ‘
U.s. 11.5 10.4 + 6431 3444 2617 4.3 7.3
_ California 12.1 11.2 6635~ 3703 - 2543 8.3 10.3
Florida 111 10.1 5682 3018 2347 4.1 6.4
New Jersey 9.9 8.8 6350 - 3420 ‘2655 5.0 10.8
New York 11.1 9.9 6908 4093 2955 2.5 5.8

PC(2)-1C, Tables 6, 7, and 10.
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Appendix Table 3-D. - Selected Ché.racteristics of. Indians, United States and » |
' States with 10, 000 or More Indian Population, 1970 : o ;

- Median Median , Per. Pct.
State years income, capita civilian |
' school . l6and . income labor = = . |
completed, -~ over - . ' force |
N ' 16 and over ' v unemployed J
: M __F M F_ M F :
i ' ‘ American Indian ' -
U.S. '10.4  10.5  $3509.  $1697  $1573  11.6  10.2
Alaska | 3424 1365 1728 ° 23.5  16.3
Arizona’ 9.1 8.9 2247 1283 867 = 11.7 8.2
California 11.6 11.6 4989 2076 2249 - 11.8 11.0
Nlinois - * 5749 2455 2514 4.7 .7
Michigan _ * 5000 1995 2164 13,9  13.2
‘Minnesota o * 3486 . 1829 - 1397 17.0  11.2
Montana ~10.2 10,2 2494 1141 1196 19.5 17.3
New Mexico = 9.4 .9.3 2529 1385 983 13.1 8.1
New York 10.7 10.9 5177 2409 2383 10.0 8.7
" North Carolina 8.9 9.7* 3141 1819 1227 3.4 9.5
North Dakota. | © 2287 .. 1751 1016 28.5  12.6
Oklahoma *  10.7  10.8 3254 1633 1614 8.2 9.3
Oregon - 4322 1640 1829,  17.1 12.9
South Dakota 9.7  10.1 1743 1461 = 976  26.3  12.9
Texas - * 4565 1961 2251 4.5 6.5 o
Utah * 2849 1285 955 10.8  12.5
* Wash., D.C. 11.0  10.9 3822 1569 . 1763 21.7  18.2
Wisconsin o * 3952 1688 1497 15,9 9.7
r PC(2)-1F, Tables 4 and 5 ' ‘f‘, i
R v
Not available.
v N~
Qo o ; ! .14(5
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: Appendlx Table 3. E, F and G. Selected Characteristics of Japanese, Chinese, .
and Filipinos, United States and States with 10,000 or more Ty
Japanese, Chinese and Filipinos, 1970 ' '

(% . 8

: Kedian Median " Per Pct.
State years income : capita civilian
' school - 16 and income labor force
completed, ‘over _ " unemployed
16 and over ' o ,
M F. M . _F- _ M F
Japanese -, '
. U.S. 12.6° ~ 12.4 $7574 $3236  $3602 2.0 3.0
California 12.8 12. 6 7746 3247 3672 2.4 2.8
Hawaii 12.3  --12.3 ' 7839 3623 3797 1.4 2.1
Ilinois * 12.9° 12. 6 8194 3587 3881 2.4 2.3
New York 15.3 12.7 - 7959 . 3569 4285 2.6 4.4
‘Washington 12.8 ° 12.5 = 7474 2702 - 3459 2.8 5.1
. LR Chinefske ' : *
U.S. 12.6 ; 12.3 5223 2yl 3122 3.0 3.7
California.  12.7 12.3 5512 ., _ 3110 4,0 4.7
‘Hawaii - 12.5 12.4 . 8000 ¢ 3967 2.1 1.8
Illinois . = 12.8 12. 4 4783 T 2942 2.7, 2.5
Massachusetts 12.4 12.3 3901 | 2371 © 2607 2.6 4.0
New York 11.7 11.2 4361 3078 2722 2.3 2.9
- | Filipino
. - R \ o v ‘
= U.S. 11.9 12.6 5019 3513 2790 4,7 4.7
. California 11.9 12.6 4698 3469 2635 6.2 5.9 x
- Hawaii 9.0 11.5 5252 , 2826 2369 2.8 . 4.8
Illinois 15.6 16. 6 6332 5154 4023 | 2.8 1.8
New York 14,3 16.3 6259 5731 4302 3.3 1.6
Washington 11.3 12.4 5007 = 2907 2682 13.2 8.9
PC(2)-1G, Tables 5, §, 9, 19, 20, 34, 35 and 39
™
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_ Appeﬂ&ix Table 4. Sample Populations ,”'B)} Region and Sex; 1970

[]

Sex and s One percent samples - Two percent samples

area S Puerto o ~N

' ' Mexi¢cah Rican ~~Cuban __ Indian Japanese Chinese "FEilipino .

. Male ° ~ o _ L

. United States = 8858 2918 = 1356 ' 3079 . 2974 2616 1843°
Region. " ' o ' ‘ : :
1 11 124 28 50 26 103 43
2 ‘61 2129 . 406 138 o127 528 . 96
3 : © 51 107 40 88 50 109 131
4 o 84 86 630 288 40 70.. - 59 -
5 . 679 289 71 329 184 235 107
6 - 3252 23 27 737 . - 38 78 22
7 125 4 12 115 31~ 53 17
8 274 5 3 321 T2 32 16
9 4207 144 133 733 2259 1327 1264
10 114 . . 7 L 6 280 147 81 88
Female .. v - . : .
United States: . 9784 3471 1622. 3424 - 3958 2325 1649
Region w me o ' . B
1 ce : 123 30 54 ‘59 . n 29
2 C 2657 462 . 136 201 454 151
3 e ©58; . 125, - 51" 107 , 120 114 129
4 S st s 91 785 - 311 105 59 55

’ 5 e oo L 6011279 85 350 281 190 155 J
6 Cowx3821 T 24 27 864 . 19 49 28
7 w8 '10. 113 51 31 36
8 " w0 5 369 109 . 21 - 10
9 .. 143 ' 156 835 2753 1279 979
10 9 11 285 200 57 17
. ] ) \
V.
L ' - “ |




